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abstract
 
This thesis examines the attitudes and rehabilitative
 
potential of female inmates in a California state women's
 
prison. This population is expected to increase by
 
approximately 73 percent within the next five-years. The
 
growing number of women incarcerated suggests a need for
 
research on a number of issues concerning female offenders.
 
Specifically, the study intends to establish the inmate's
 
estimations of offense severity and to identify predictors
 
for amenability to rehabilitation. This study utilizes a
 
purposive sampling method targeting 360 inmates. The
 
response rate was 54 percent (193 inmates). Data identified
 
specific areas that may facilitate rehabilitation and at the
 
same time refute previous research findings reported On male
 
inmate populations. Traditional theories of prisonization
 
do not appear to apply to female offenders and the results
 
of this study suggest a more broad-based approach to
 
rehabilitation is needed. This study did however, identify
 
areas correctional officials can address that have been
 
established through prior Studies and validated by this
 
research to enhance rehabilitation programs. These areas
 
generally focus on a treatment orientation and the need to
 
approach rehabilitation by including a coordinated effort
 
between institutions and the community. ^
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Chapter 1
 
Problem
 
The California Department of Corrections presently has
 
over 113,000 inmates in its prison system. By June 30,
 
1998, the combined male and female inmate population is
 
projected to rise to 154,507 of which 9,775 or 6 percent
 
will be women (California Department of Corrections 1993).
 
While the overall inmate population is projected to increase
 
74 percent, the female inmate population is projected to
 
increase by 73 percent.
 
The onslaught,of 'get tough' legislation in the early
 
1980's has, for the most part, resulted in a burgeoning
 
state prison system. This growth era has forced
 
correctional staff to primarily address issues of prison
 
construction/expansion rather than problems directly related
 
to the offender. On July 1, 1977, state indeterminant
 
sentencing laws were changed to a more determinant
 
sentencing system. This action was partially the result of
 
inconsistencies in sentencing between different state
 
jurisdictions. The combined impact of these changes has
 
created an expensive, growing state prison system. The
 
increases over the last ten years are due mainly to the
 
impact of legislative changes and a rise in reported crime,
 
especially drug related offenses, and an increase in parole
 
violator returns. The increases in parole violator returns
 
resulted from a combination of factors, including severe
 
overcrowding in local jails and court orders against such
 
overcrowding, and a steadily increasing parole population.
 
Recently however, there has been a slowdown in new
 
admissions from the courts primarily due to a significant
 
decline in drug related convictions. In addition, the
 
Parole and Community Services Division (P&CSD) has attempted
 
to redefine its mission by promoting greater decision making
 
by staff and use of community based management alternatives.
 
Quoted in a Corrections News Magazine (October/November
 
1991), the Director of Corrections, James Gomez, stated that
 
because of the 182.2 percent overall inmate overcrowding,
 
new admissions reductions, and state budget crisis, the
 
California Department of Corrections expects to build 14
 
additional prisons to house the 1997 prison population which
 
will be approximately 40,000 more inmates than current
 
departmental totals. This figure would still represent 187
 
percent inmate overcrowding and an increasing dilemma for
 
prison managers who have for the most part resorted to
 
crisis management strategies rather than proactive planning
 
activities. Despite the changes, projections and fluid
 
nature of the correctional system, research on the female
 
offender is virtually non-existent. Female inmates have,
 
for the most part, been excluded from research projects
 
probably due to the fact that they represent only a
 
  
relatively small fraction of the overall inmate population.
 
However, the rate of growth in the female offender
 
population is expected to parallel male inmate population
 
growth, (see Figures 1.0 and 1.1). Exact totals are as
 
follows;
 
Year Male Inmates % Increase Female Inmates % Increase
 
1993 106,591 7,178
 
1994 114,599 ■ 7 7,718 7 
1995 121,846 ■ 6 8,212 6 
1996 129,398 6 8,810 7 
1997 136,971 6 9,242 5 
1998 144,372 5 9,775 5
 
(California Department of Corrections 1993)
 
Growth in female inmate population has led to a greater
 
need to address the problems of these women. One concern is
 
with their attitudes toward their incarceration, their
 
respective offenses, and to the staff who are involved with
 
them. Insight into the way female offenders view the
 
severity of various offenses and their attitude toward
 
rehabilitation could prove valuable to those working with
 
the offender. This is especially important for members of
 
the Board of Prison Terms who establish Parole Violator and
 
Lifer terms by determining risk to the community. It should
 
also help other correctional staff, especially those who
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Figure 1.1
 
have day-to-day contact with the offender, in the routine
 
management of the institution. Specific knowledge in this
 
area could have an impact on the rehabilitative aspects of
 
incarceration by determining the method and type of approach
 
to intervention.
 
By examining the attitudes of offenders towards various
 
criminal offenses and their acceptance of rehabilitative
 
programs, correctional staff can be better equipped to
 
facilitate the rehabilitative process which may lead to
 
decreases in recidivism.
 
Hypotheses
 
Hvpotfaesis 1
 
Inmates will judge the seriousness of crimes
 
differently during different phases of their incarceration.
 
Hypothesis 2
 
Inmates will view rehabilitation differently during the
 
different phases of their incarceration.
 
Hypothesis 3
 
An inmate's type of commitment status will affect
 
his/her judgement of offense severity.
 
Hypothesis 4
 
An inmate's offense category will affect his/her
 
judgement of offense severity.
 
Hvpothesis 5
 
Inmates will view the staff differently during the
 
different phases of their incarceration.
 
Hvpothesis 6
 
Inmates will view the system differently during the
 
different phases of their incarceration.
 
Hvpothesis 7
 
Inmates will view themselves differently during the
 
different phases of their incarceration.
 
Hypothesis 8
 
Inmates will view society differently during the
 
different phases of their incarceration.
 
Limitations
 
The institution used in this study does not include all
 
inmates in prison, but rather those incarcerated in a
 
uniquely designed facility in the California Department of
 
Corrections. The offenses examined in this study do not
 
include all types of offenses but does include most major
 
ones. Similarly, the attitude toward rehabilitation portion
 
of this study does not include all aspects of predicting
 
rehabilitation, however it does focus on those areas that
 
pertain to a correctional institution.
 
Chapter 2
 
Literature Review
 
Because most studies on prisoners have used male
 
populations, their conclusions do not reflect the female
 
perspective. However, there are relevant studies that have
 
been conducted which provide background for their research.
 
The literature review of this chapter consists of two
 
general areas; prison impact and offense severity studies.
 
Prison impact studies examine the effects prison has upon
 
the offender whereas offense severity studies examine the
 
attitudes of both inmates and non-inmates toward a variety
 
of offenses.
 
Prison Impact Studies
 
Clemmer (1940:299) conducted an extensive prison study
 
that was used as a basis for subsequent studies on prisoner
 
attitudes. He coined the term 'prisonization* by defining
 
it as "the taking on in greater or less of the folkways,
 
mores, customs and general culture of the penitentiary" .
 
Clemmer felt that every man who enters the penitentiary
 
undergoes prisonization to some extent. This concept, he
 
felt, was more appropriate than that of assimilation which
 
he defined as a "slow, gradual, more or less unconscious
 
process during which a person learns enough of the culture
 
of a social unit into which he is placed to make him
 
characteristic of it" (1940:288,289).
 
Clemmer stated that the effects of depersonalization of
 
the prison subculture influences a person to reinterpret the
 
necessities of life through associations with other prison
 
inmates. These influences, Clemmer felt, sometimes led the
 
inmate to extreme negativism toward the world around them.
 
Clemmer did state that these attitudinal changes did not
 
occur in everyone, however, "universal factors of
 
prisonization" were likely to happen (1940:300).
 
Identification with the prison system after years of
 
incarceration was thought to adversely effect an inmate's:
 
ability to reasSimilate into the community.
 
Short-term inmates did not appear to closely identify
 
with the prison environment and were more easily
 
reintegrated with the community. Clemmer stated that the
 
speed with which a person becomes prisonized differs among
 
individuals. An understanding of this process could be
 
helpful in determining specific types of criminality and
 
making decisions about parole release.
 
Wheeler (1962) attempted to replicate Clemmer's design
 
by dividing the inmates' terms into early, middle, and late
 
phases. Wheeler's study found that a U-shaped curve
 
developed during the middle phase of incarceration. This
 
period. Wheeler felt, was the time at which prisonization
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occurred. The prisoner would be most opposed to
 
conventional values and interests of the outside community.
 
Wheeler's replication of Clemmer's work also referred to
 
adaptation to the prison subculture, the unique
 
characteristics of that subculture and the process by which
 
an inmate becomes prisonized and deprisonized.
 
Wheeler also stated that those inmates who occupy
 
prominent positions within the inmate hierarchy and who
 
spend the majority of time in social interaction with other
 
inmates determine the organization and culture of inmate
 
life. These inmates are likely to be most committed to the
 
criminal value system when a reinforcement process operates
 
throughout the duration of their confinement.
 
Giallombardo (1966) completed one of the few studies
 
that directly related to female inmates. Her study makes
 
the distinction between the social system of male inmates
 
who are prone to combat the detrimental effects of the
 
social and physical deprivations inherent in their prison
 
setting and female inmates who attempt to establish a
 
substitute world where the inmate can construct identity
 
patterns that are relevant to life outside the institution.
 
Giallombardo further states that differences between male
 
and female inmates have a direct correlation with the
 
differential cultural definitions ascribed to male and
 
female roles in American Society.
 
More specifically, it is suggested that the prison
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structure incorporates and reflects the total external
 
social structure. The differential cultural definitions
 
ascribed to male and female roles in the external world are
 
thought to influence the definitions made within the prison
 
and function to determine the direction and focus of the
 
inmate cultural system (Giallombardo 1966)* The differences
 
between the perspectives of male and female inmates are
 
important in that attitude toward rehabilitation causes the
 
penal system to react differently to the inmates and,
 
consequently, to expect different results.
 
Berk (1966) conducted a study of three minimum security
 
prisons which differed in their emphasis on treatment goals.
 
The three prisons were ranked on a continuum ranging from a
 
strong treatment orientation to a strong custodial
 
orientation. The inmates' attitudes towards the prison,
 
staff and treatment program were examined comparatively in
 
each of the facilities. The general consensus among the
 
institutions was that more positive attitudes existed in a
 
more treatment- oriented prison and more negative attitudes
 
existed in a more custodial-oriented prison.
 
The suggestion was made in Berk's study that official
 
support for treatment goals by the prison's management had
 
an impact on the inmates' attitudes, including the
 
relationships between staff and inmates. This study further
 
revealed that inmates who served longer terms of
 
incarceration in a more custody-oriented prison were more
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likely to hold negative attitudes than those serving shorter
 
sentences. The reverse held true with the treatment-

oriented prison where the longer the term of incarceration,
 
the more likely it was that the inmate would have a positive
 
attitude toward rehabilitation. This study found that
 
younger inmates generally held more negative attitudes.
 
More criminally experienced inmates generally held more
 
positive attitudes toward rehabilitation, especially in the
 
more treatment oriented prison. Additionally, inmates
 
incarcerated in the more treatment-oriented prison had a
 
more positive attitude suggesting the initial prison
 
experience was favorable.
 
Lastly, Berk found, as did Wheeler, that favorableness
 
of attitude was related to degree of involvement with the
 
informal organization. The most favorable of attitudes was
 
in the treatment-oriented prison and the least favorable of
 
attitudes was in the custody-oriented prison. Berk (1966)
 
concluded his study by indicating that the
 
disenfranchisement of inmates from possible rewards of the
 
institution encouraged the development of negative attitudes
 
and a hostile informal leadership.
 
Galway (1948) conducted a study at the US Reformatory
 
in Ohio and concluded that seventy-five percent of the
 
inmates held favorable attitudes toward the system,
 
especially inmates over twenty four years of age, blacks and
 
those under medium security. Inmates eighteen years of age
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and younger with close custody held less favorable views.
 
The primary source of favorable impact was the guard.
 
Bright (1951) conducted a study at Ohio State Penitentiary
 
(adult institution) and found that the shorter the time
 
served in prison, the less adverse the attitude toward
 
personnel, program, and physical facilities. The longer the
 
time served in prison, the more adverse the prison impact.
 
The primary source for favorable impact in this study was
 
the influence of the guard and work supervisor.
 
Sabnis (1951) conducted a study at the National
 
Training School for Boys, Washington DC (juvenile
 
institution) and found prison impact reaches an optimum
 
level for positive effects but then tends to decline as
 
incarceration continues. The main source of favorable
 
impact in his analysis was nonprofessional staff who were
 
felt to need the guidance of professional staff. Reckless
 
and Sheerington (1963) completed a study of two facilities
 
and one approved school in England (juvenile iristitutions)
 
and found that overall, juveniles project favorable
 
attitudes. Eynon, Allen and Reckless (1971) found at the
 
Training Institute Of Central Ohio (juvenile institution)
 
that the attitudes of the juveniles varied from favorable to
 
unfavorable in reference to institutional impact and it was
 
suggested that "correctional administrators from time to
 
time could make use of the directionality of perceptual
 
responses in order to procure insights for improving
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institutional programs and services and for counteracting in
 
feasible ways the negative influence of inmate society"
 
(Allen and Reckless, 1971:101).
 
Sandhu (1974) conducted a study at the District Prison
 
in Faridkat, India (adult institution) and surveyed inmates
 
at different points in time (panel study). His study
 
attempted to measure;
 
1. degree of delinquency
 
2. values (rightness/wrongness)
 
3. hostility (towards law enforcing
 
agencies, prison officials, complainant,
 
witness, and authority as a whole)
 
4. rationalization of offense
 
(defense/innocence)
 
5. impact of confinement on self
 
(favorable/unfavorable)
 
6. attitude toward future
 
(optimism/pessimism):
 
7. and adjustment.
 
Sandhu found that after forty-two sessions of group
 
therapy, adult prisoners became more constructive and
 
optimistic about their future plans and post release
 
prospects. Under conventional treatment, hostility and
 
delinquency increased over a three month period. Prison
 
experience grew more unfavorable, family-based prisoners
 
showed less prisonization and their home adjustments also
 
improved. The most influential person to the inmate in this
 
study were the guard and fellow inmates.
 
Brown (1969) discovered in a study of 170 inmates in a
 
medium security prison that recidivists showed less
 
favorable attitudes toward laW enforcement and were less apt
 
to cooperate with^ persons generally. They also tended to be
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more suspicious, more concerned about their independence,
 
and less given to feelings of guilt. The inmate was asked
 
in this Study to describe how his institutional experience
 
was most beneficial. The frequency distribution of the
 
responses are as follows in order.
 
1. The institution had socialized them and
 
given them maturity.
 
2. It had deterred them from future crime.
 
3. It had given them skills.
 
4. It had cured their alcoholic tendencies
 
and improved their health.
 
Based upon these studies, the longer the time served,
 
the less favorable were institutional experiences which also
 
proved true in the Bright, Sabnis and Sandhu studies but not
 
in the Reckless & jSherrington study. The assumption was
 
made in Sandhu (1974) that juvenile and youth institutions
 
have a better effect on attitudes than adult prisons because
 
of their treatment orientation, especially if the
 
institution is small, personal and friendly.
 
Glaser (1964) asked inmates, "What might an inmate try
 
to get or do in prison, and why?" The responses were as
 
follows in frequency order.
 
1. Try to learn a trade or get more school
 
creidit to help you get a job on the
 
outside.
 
2. Try to improve yourself psychologically
 
by getting counseling or by study; try
 
to understand yourself better.
 
3. Try to get a paying job to make money
 
while in prison.
 
The observation made by Glaser was that the majority of
 
inmates chose constructive interests in prison. Sandhu ;
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(1974) suggests in his study that treatment staff can learn
 
to transform an artificial society into a near natural
 
society and, since the U-shaped curve appears with
 
recidivists, group oriented prisoners and loners, the
 
process of prisonization and deprisonization needs
 
revalidation by replication studies. Sandu felt that if
 
these theories hold true, the treatment process will have to
 
be geared to the different phases of imprisonment.
 
Levin (1987) conducted a study of 100 women
 
incarcerated in Broward County, Florida. She determined
 
that a U-shaped curve exists in reference to conformity to
 
staff expectations and feelings of powerlessness, both of
 
which were affected by the amount of time remaining on the
 
current sentence. Levin concluded that the middle phase of
 
incarceration had an impact on the degree of prisonization
 
as originally presented by Wheeler.
 
Mathiesen (1990) cites a study by Bondeson (1974) in
 
Sweden that involved interviews in thirteen different
 
institutions for men and women (training schools, youth
 
prisons, closed prisons and a preventive detention
 
institution). Mathieson (1990:45) cites Bondeson, who felt
 
inmates were plaCed in a position of powerlessness to the
 
negative effects of incarceration. Bondeson's (1989:248)
 
study did not reveal any differences between treatment-

oriented prisons and ordinary prisons. Bondeson was unable
 
to corroborate Wheeler's U-shaped curve of conformity to
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conventional norms. She (Bondeson,1989:248) states;
 
In summary, the prisonization observed during
 
institutional confinement does not regress
 
toward the end of confinement in our
 
material. There is no sign here that the
 
inmates stop identifying with the criminal
 
subculture as the release date approaches.
 
Thus, there are no grounds here for
 
maintaining that an anticipatory
 
socialization to the law abiding society
 
begins before release.
 
Finally, Bondeson states that the goal of
 
rehabilitation, attached to a prison, is not attained
 
(Mathieson, 1990:45)
 
Offense Severity Studies
 
Sechrest (1969) conducted a study of 142 male inmates
 
and 79 staff members in the California Medical Facility, a
 
medical treatment oriented prison, in Vacaville, California.
 
The purpose of his study was to determine the extent of
 
differences between the judgements of criminals and
 
noncriminals regarding the severity of various offenses.
 
Sechrest stated that the knowledge of these differences
 
could prove valuable to those working to rehabilitate the
 
offender, including officials involved in convicting and
 
sentencing. Sechrest refers to Braimner and Shostrom's
 
(1960:ch. 4) psychotherapy theory in that "the client's
 
realization that he has a problem is a necessary step before
 
he can be helped to solve it" . Sechrest also refers to
 
McCorkle and Korn's (1962:106) theory:
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The person must somehow be brought to an
 
awareness that his difficulties are related to
 
motives and patterns of perception within
 
himself...He must be assisted in the gaining of
 
an awareness and a motivation for the taking of
 
present initiative toward change or growth
 
within himself, and he must be shown the
 
fruitlessness of evading this responsibility by
 
futile attempts to change merely his environment.
 
Sechrest attempted to determine if there are
 
differences between the judgements of offense severity
 
between inmates and staff, if those differences changed
 
during the inmate's stage of incarceration, and to what
 
extent the offender who had committed the crime differed
 
from staff and other inmates in judging the severity of his
 
offense. He based his scale on the Warren-Reimer offense
 
severity scale which attempted to predict parole success.
 
Sechrest found that narcotic and forgery offenders were less
 
apt to rate their offenses as serious and they were more
 
likely to re-offend. He suggested that the emphasis of
 
treatment with these groups would be to socialize rather
 
than resocialize since the offender apparently never
 
accepted his offenses as severe in the first place. In
 
conclusion, Sechrest found, as did Wheeler, that a slight U-

shaped curve developed during the middle phase of
 
incarceration.
 
Rice (1970) conducted a study in Northern Florida and
 
included 166 state prison inmates, 130 county jail inmates,
 
65 correctional workers, 20 deputy sheriffs, 21 members of
 
civic organizations, and 13 members of a drag racing club.
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This study utilized the Rehabilitation in Correctional
 
Settings Attitude Scale (RIGS) and found that inmates had
 
positive attitude scores on the society, the legal system,
 
and figure of authority subscales, and near neutral scores
 
on the law subscale. When compared to noninmates, the
 
inmates were more negative toward members of society and the
 
system of justice and more positive toward themselves as
 
inmates and toward nonpunitive methods of treatment.
 
The results suggested that inmates may be more
 
estranged from society and self^centered in their attitudes
 
than noninmates. Rice (1970:203) concluded that "attitude
 
measures are potentially useful as one method of evaluating
 
correctional treatment and training methods, selecting or
 
classifying inmates and researching criminological
 
concepts."
 
Figlio (1975) conducted a study in New Jersey involving
 
193 Rahway State Prison inmates, 524 residents from Annadale
 
Farms Juvenile Detention Center and 216 students from the
 
University of Pennsylvania. All participants were asked to
 
respond to the Sellin-Wolfgang scale which asked respondents
 
to rate their feelings toward various offenses with a 0-10
 
numerical value. Respondents from Rahway Prison were
 
primarily violent offenders whereas Annadale respondents
 
were property offenders and the college students represented
 
mainstream middle class society. The results of this study
 
indicated that Rahway inmates ascribed a lower value of
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seriousness to the offenses than did the other two groups.
 
However, the students rated the general seriousness of
 
offenses higher than the Annadale residents. The spread of
 
seriousness ratings froia high to low was greatest among the
 
college students and least among Rahway inmates. Generally,
 
all respondents agreed to the rank ordering of offense
 
seriousness but differed in degree of harm inflicted in each
 
of the criminal acts. Figlio (1975:199) concluded his study
 
by stating "Rahway prisoners are less likely to increase the
 
judged seriousness of violative behavior with increased
 
stimuli strength than are Annadale subjects, who are younger
 
and apparently less entrenched in the value system expressed
 
by older prisoners." Furthermore, Figlio (1975) found that
 
the impact of the system is greatest among students and
 
least among Rahway offenders.
 
Conclusion
 
Although there are few studies on female offenders
 
regarding prisonization/subcultures and perceptions of
 
criminality and rehabilitation one may make inferences from
 
the research conducted on males and juveniles. These
 
findings suggest a link between perceptions of offense
 
severity, phases of incarceration and attitudes toward
 
rehabilitation. It is also suggested that these factors can
 
be addressed by corrections officials. Formal and casual
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interactions between staff and offenders may consequently
 
change negative attitudes and assist in successful
 
rehabilitation and reintegration into society.
 
Results from studies in this area suggest more research
 
is needed to evaluate rehabilitation programs, inmate
 
classification, criminological research, and sentencing
 
considerations.
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Chapter 3
 
Methodology
 
The California Institution for Women (CIW) was at one
 
time California's only woman's state prison. Originally,
 
CIW was constructed in 1952 for 916 beds with a 110 bed
 
Special Housing Unit for a total designed capacity of 1026
 
beds. Today, CIW operates seven general population housing
 
Units, one reception center, one support care unit, one
 
special housing unit (administrative segregation and inmate
 
population overflow from the reception center), one Human
 
Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV) Unit, and one outpatient
 
housing unit (infirmary). It should be noted that many of
 
the seven general population housing units have special
 
needs inmates housed within them, such as pregnant inmates,
 
substance abuse program inmates, inmates under psychiatric
 
care, conservation camp bound inmates, honor unit inmates,
 
and inmates awaiting transfer. Therefore, the population
 
for study was 360 inmates that included early, middle and
 
late phase inmates in both the general population (240) and
 
reception center (120).
 
It was ahticipated that two housing units of 120
 
inmates each would be surveyed in addition to the remaining
 
120 inmates housed in the receptioh center. During this
 
study, CIW had a total inmate population of 1,738 Consisting
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of 1,247 inmates in general population, 228 in the reception
 
center, 175 in the special housing unit, and 88 in the
 
support care unit.
 
Operating this institution costs $48,4 million per year
 
(92/93 FY) and requires a staff of 570. Of that total, 295
 
are custody staff, 18 are counselors, 74 are medical staff
 
and 201 are support staff. Furthermore, line staff
 
represent 88.4 percent of total staffing whereas supervisory
 
staff represent 10 percent, managerial one percent and
 
confidential (executive positions) .6 percent. Although CIW
 
is defined as a higher security facility (Level III/IV), it
 
does house multi-level security inmates ranging from I to
 
IV. In fact, 45 percent of the inmate population were Level
 
I, 25 percent Level II, 17 percent Level III, and 13 percent
 
Level IV at the time of this study.
 
The institution offers the inmate population an
 
assortment of academic programs such as Basic Education,
 
GED/High School, Business Education, Evening Typing, Pre-

Release, Child Development, Personal Psychology, Arts and
 
Crafts, a two-year college degree program, and Library.
 
Additionally, inmates are offered vocational programs that
 
range from Brick Masonry, Janitorial Services, Data
 
Processing and Computer Programming, Electronics, Plumbing,
 
Graphic Arts, Nursing Program, Pre-Vocational Program,
 
Upholstery to Word Processing. Furthermore, ClW operates
 
prison industries for clothing and textile manufacturing and
 
'"24
 
upholstery through a joint venture with education. There
 
are, however, a variety of other programs at CIW such as
 
female fire fighter training and special care/need programs
 
for inmates who are pregnant and/or who need psychiatric
 
care, methadone treatment, HIV education, terminal illness
 
classes and other medically related instruction.
 
During this survey, the inmate population was 35
 
percent white, 37 percent black, 22 percent hispanic and 6
 
percent other. At the time of this study, a breakdown of
 
inmate population by age was as follows;
 
Under 20 years 1%
 
20 - 24 years ii%
 
25 - 29 years 26%
 
30 - 34 years 26%
 
35 - >39 years 18%
 
40 - 44 years 10%
 
45 - 49 years 4%
 
50 - 54 years 2%
 
55 - 59 years 1%
 
Over 60 years i%
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CIW indicated during the survey period that a breakdown of
 
the inmate population by commitment offense was as follows;
 
Homicide
 
Robbery
 
Assault
 
Burglary
 
Drug Related
 
Theft Related
 
Forgery
 
Sex:Related
 
Other
 
21.7%
 
7.8%
 
4.3%
 
9.3%
 
31.1%
 
17.4%
 
3.6%
 
1..7%
 
3.2%
 
At the time of this study, CIW had 296 'Lifer* inmates
 
eligible for parole representing 3.3 percent of its inmate
 
population. Of this population segment, 127 cases are
 
Murder of the First Degree, 152 Murder of the Second Degree,
 
8 Kidnapping related offenses, 3 for Conspiracy to Commit
 
Murder, and 5 for Attempted Murder. The Reception Center at
 
CIW had 2 cases for Murder of the Second Degree. Inmates
 
receiving life terms without the possibility for parole or
 
death sentences were represented by 28 cases or 2.3 percent
 
of the total inmate population (California Department of
 
Corrections, 1991).
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A by-county cqitrniitment breakdown of inmates at CIW
 
during this survey represented by 2 perceht or more of
 
population were as follows;
 
Orange 6% Alameda 2%
 
San Bernardino 7% Riverside 8%
 
Sacramento 2% San Diego 11%
 
All Other Counties 22% Los Angeles 46%
 
(CIW Executive Fact Sheet, 06/09/92)
 
This study utilized a purposive sampling technique to
 
eliminate bias in responses from the inmate population
 
described above. The saimpling method for this study is
 
based upon Stanton Wheeler'S (1962) division of inmates'
 
institutional term lengths into early, middle and late
 
phases. Wheeler defined the early phase of an inmate's
 
commitment as less than six months of incarceration. The
 
late phase was the period within six months of release and
 
the middle phase was the remaining time period between the
 
early and late phases. Wheeler (1962) felt that the
 
'process of prisonization' could be identified through a
 
comparative analysis of groups in phases which they may be
 
more susceptible to conformity to staff expectations.
 
Wheeler thought that the inmates' imminent release to the
 
community and recency of community contact have an impact
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upon the 'conventional values of the community, in contrast
 
to those in the prison setting' (in Sechrest, 1969).
 
Each sample group was divided by age, offense and phase
 
status to encompass the assortment of variables represented
 
i
 
in the diverse population in the prison settirig. For the
 
purposes of this study, the early phase of the institutional
 
term will be defined as zero to six months, the late phase
 
as being the period during which the inmate is; within six
 
months of release, and the middle phase as being the period
 
between the early and late phases. The offenses were
 
originally categorized in thirty-nine areas that were
 
patterned after the Warren-Reimer Offense Severity Scale
 
(1964), primarily used to predict parole outcomes. The
 
i ■ 
present study uses thirty-eight of the thirty-hine areas
 
Sechrest used in 1969 since abortion is no longer a criminal
 
offense and substitution with another crime would not be
 
viewed as equitable.
 
Sechrest modeled the scale in his 1969 sthdy at the
 
California Medical Facility to the one used byiSellin and
 
Wolfgang (1964) in their study of offense severity ratings.
 
Although the offense scale uses a 0 to TO ratiijig judgement,
 
Sechrest suggests that future studies include three frames
 
■| 
of reference for each offense to hopefully assure 
discrimination between types of offenses. By qhanging the 
frame of reference from a personal perspective with 
instructions to ignore legal interpretation to|(l) the 
• , . I 
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degree of harm to society (2) the degree of harm to the
 
victim and (3) the degree of harm to the offender, responses
 
were theorized to result in a different pattetn. Thus, the
 
aspect of degree of harm can be addressed witliout a
 
predetermined influence which can be correlated to
 
individual attitudes of offense severity.
 
In an effort to determine amenability to treatment, an
 
abbreviated Rehabilitation in Correctional Setting Attitude
 
Scale (RIGS) developed by Rice (1970) was used. This scale
 
was reduced from the original Form A of seventy-two response
 
items and Form B of seventy-two response items to a single
 
document of fifteen selected items from each form. The RIGS
 
scale (Brodsky and Smitherman, 1983) uses a five point scale
 
Where the respondents indicate whether they (1) strongly
 
agree, (2) agree, (3) undecided, (4) disagree or (5)
 
strongly disagree with a particular statement. However, the
 
scoring method used in determining amenability to treatment
 
in this study is the 0 to 10 rating judgement used in
 
Sechrest's study rather than the strongly agree to strongly
 
disagree gravitation.
 
This variation is considered more consistent and forces
 
the respondent to commit to a response while providing a
 
better means of data analysis. Brodsky and Smitherman
 
' ' ■ ' ji 
. ' 'i
 
(1983) note that Rice found inmates to be more positive in
 
attitudes toward treatment of inmates, Brodsky and
 
Smitherman felt the scale was reliable and valid and offered
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potential for many research uses. Therefore, each
 
respondent was asked to complete Appendix A, B and C for the
 
present study.
 
The actual administering of this survey was conducted
 
through the employment of this writer at CIW during the
 
summer of 1992. Accessibility to the inmate population for
 
research purposes was in accordance with Penal Code Section
 
3521 - Informed Consent Conditions (Appendix A) which was
 
provided with the survey as a cover sheet.
 
On June 9, 1992, the author personally handed each
 
identified inmate the survey to complete. To prevent
 
mishandling of data the survey was administered during a
 
period in which no inmates were moved within the
 
institution. Each inmate was afforded enough time to
 
complete the survey and all returned their responses within
 
approximately one hour. Limitations of this methodology
 
include an assumed educational level sufficient to respond
 
as well as the motivation to do so. Responses were limited
 
to those inmates who wished to participate. Results could
 
also reflect prejudices against this writer because of his
 
employment within the institution. Because the survey
 
utilizes a Likert type scale rather than a true interval
 
type scale, the Kruskal-Wallis H test for one-way analysis
 
of variance (ANOVA) was used for measurement of statistical
 
significance; t-tests were not deemed appropriate because
 
the responses are not based on a true interval scale.
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Chapter 4
 
Data Analysis
 
The purposes of this study was to explore the attitudes
 
of female offenders toward the seriousness of various
 
criminal offenses and to predict how these attitudes affect
 
amenability to treatment. This information can be used by
 
correctional staff to facilitate the rehabilitative process.
 
The target population of this study included a total of
 
360 female inmates identified as being in the early, middle
 
and late phases of their terms of incarceration. Inmates
 
studied included 120 from the Reception Center and 240 from
 
the General Population involved. The research design was
 
predicated on the belief that bias could be reduced by
 
excluding 'special' housing unit inmates and using the more
 
mainstream general population inmates. Therefore, all
 
general population inmates within the institution were asked
 
to participate.
 
Of the 360 inmates surveyed, 193 (54%) were returned as
 
usable responses, 22 (6%) returned unusable surveys, and 145
 
(40%) did not return the survey. Inmates from the Reception
 
Center accounted for 58 responses (30.1%) and those from the
 
General Population contributed 135 (69.9%). The respondents
 
included 83 new commitment inmates (43%), 21 parole
 
violators (10.9%), 31 parole violators with new terms
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(16.1%), 55 lifer inmates (28.5%) and 3 life-without- parole
 
sentenced inmates (1.6%).
 
Univariate Analysis
 
A breakdown of the controlling sentence offenses of
 
the inmates who responded are listed in Table 4.1. For
 
purposes of analysis these data were grouped into five
 
general categories;
 
Sample % Inst. % 
1. Violent Offenses 42.9 33.8 
2. Property Offenses 21.3 27.7 
3. Substance Abuse Offenses 23.9 31.1 
4. White Collar Offenses 9.3 3.6 
5. Other 2.6 4.9 
The differences indicate a higher response rate for
 
women who committed violent offenses (9.1% higher) as
 
compared to the institutional breakdown by commitment
 
offenses. Additionally, white collar criminals were more
 
likely to respond (5.7% higher), property offenders were
 
less likely to respond (6.4% lower), substance abuse
 
offenders were less likely to respond (7.2% lower) and other
 
offenders were also less likely to respond (2.3% lower).
 
The frequency distribution of the ages of the inmates who
 
responded to the study is indicated in Table 4.2.
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Table 4.1
 
Distribution of Inmates' Controlling Offenses
 
Offense ~~ 

Murder
 
Murder 2nd
 
Manslaughter
 
Robbery
 
Kidnapping
 
Solicit for Murder
 
Freguency Percent
 
24 12.4
 
33 17.1
 
5 2.6
 
11 5.7
 
3 1.6
 
2 1.0
 
DUX W/Great Bodily Injury 1, .5 
Assault With A Deadly Weapon 2 1.0 
Arson 1 .5 
Invol. Manslaughter 1 .5 
Burglary 16 8.3 
Petty Theft W/Prior 15 7.8 
Grand Theft Auto 2 1.0 
Receiving Stolen Property 3 1.6 
Petty Theft 4 2.1 
Grand Theft 1 .5 
Sales of a Controlled Substance 17 8.8 
Poss. of a Controlled Substance 25 13.0 
Manuf. of a Controlled Substance 3 1.6 
Driving Under the Influence 1 .5 
Forgery 9 4.7 
Nonsufficient Funds 2 1.0 
Embezzlement 2 1.0 
Fraud 5 2.6 
Parole Violation 5 2.6 
Total 193 100.0 
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Table 4.2
 
Distribution of Inmates by Age
 
Age Frequency Sample % Inst. %
 
24 yrs. and Below 22 11.4 12
 
25 - 29 yrs. 35 18.1 26
 
30 - 34 yrs. 47 24.4 26
 
35 - 39 yrs. 40 20.7 18
 
40 - 44 yrs. 24 12.4 10
 
45 - 49 yrs. 16 8.3 4
 
50 yrs. and Up 9 4.7 4
 
Total 193 100.0 100.0
 
M Age = 34.46
 
SD = 8.61
 
These data in comparison to the actual age breakdown of
 
the institutional inmate population indicate a lower
 
response rate for the youngest three age groups by .6%, 7.9%
 
and 1.6% respectively. However, the remaining age groups
 
with increases of 2.7%, 2.4%, 4.3% and i7% indicate a higher
 
response rate in the more chronologically older inmate. A
 
term length breakdown of the inmates who responded to the
 
survey is shown in Table 4.3.
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Table 4.3
 
Distribution of Inmates' Term Length
 
Term Length Frequency Fercent
 
1.99 yrs. and Below 43 22.3
 
2 - 3.99 yrs. 45 23.3
 
4 - 5.99 yrs. 18 9.3
 
6 - 9.99 yrs. 21
 10.9
 
10 - 17.99 yrs 38 19.7
 
18 yrs. and Up 28 14.5
 
Total 193
 100.0
 
M Term Lengths = 3.26
 
SD = 1.81
 
These figures are fairly consistent with the California
 
Department of Corrections numbers for total mean time served
 
in custody of 17.5 mo. and 11.7 mo. for state prison terms,
 
which includes preTsentence credit. As seen in Table 4.3,
 
46.6% of all respondents had served up to 3.99 years. The
 
second two groups represent 4 to 9.99 years and comprise
 
20.2% of the surveyed population, and the last two groups,
 
10 years or more, comprise 34.2% of the total response
 
group.
 
Table 4.4 displays the rank order, mean and standard
 
deviation of severity ratings for the 37 offenses of the
 
respondents.
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Table 4.4
 
Rank Order and Means of Offense Severity Ratings
 
Offense
 
Forcible Rape
 
Murder 1st
 
Kidnapping
 
Kidnap—Robbery/Ranspm
 
Incest
 
Arson
 
Sex Perversion
 
Statutory Rape
 
Rape by Trick
 
Murder 2nd
 
Attempted Murder
 
Habitual Criminal
 
Escape With Force
 
ADW
 
Manslaughter
 
Narcotic Sale
 
Robbery 1st
 
Robbery Ist-Toy Gun
 
Burglary 1st
 
Attempted Robbery
 
Poss Gun by Ex-Con
 
TFT-Potential Menace
 
Grand Theft
 
Burglary 2nd
 
PAL-Known Crime
 
Lewd and Lascivious
 
Auto Theft
 
Forgery-$300. Plus
 
Narcotic Possession
 
TFT-Behavior Problem
 
Escape W/0 Force
 
TFT-Crime Not Specified
 
Vagrancy-Lewd
 
Fictious or NSF Checks
 
PAL-No Crime
 
Petty Theft
 
Forgery Under $100.
 
M All Offenses = 6.273
 
Rank
 
1
 
2
 
3
 
4
 
5
 
6
 
7
 
8
 
9
 
10
 
11
 
12
 
13
 
14
 
15
 
16
 
17
 
18
 
19
 
20
 
21
 
22
 
23
 
24
 
25
 
26
 
27
 
28
 
29
 
30
 
31
 
32
 
33
 
34
 
35
 
36
 
37
 
SD 
9.503 1.61 
9.008 2.25 
9.021 2.08 
8.896 1.95 
8.772 2.54 
8.492 2.24 
8.446 2.63 
8.368 2.92 
8.337 • 2.69 
8.202 2.50 
8.062 2.43 
7.845 2.67 
7.731 2.68 
7.451 2.56 
7.238 2.86 
6.803 2.89 
6.746 2.72 
6.223 2.92 
5.990 2.80 
5.850 2.85 
5.648 3.11 
5.394 3.01 
5.352 2.54 
5.352 2.55 
5.181 3.00 
5.021 3.18 
4.984 2.71 
4.767 2.54 
4.741 3.21 
4.617 2.93 
4.492 2.98 
4.326 2.75 
3.580 2.96 
3.399 2.50 
2.834 3.05 
2.829 2.48 
2.534 2.34 
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Through examination of the above means, it becomes
 
apparent that sex offenses are viewed as the most serious
 
crimes although no sex offenders responded to the survey.
 
Violent offenses appear to represent the second most serious
 
of crimes however offenders in this category represent the
 
largest response group. Narcotic offenders, who represent
 
the second largest commitment offense category, were least
 
likely to respond to the survey. Property offenders, the
 
third largest commitment category among inmates responded
 
less often in the survey and White Collar offenders
 
responded somewhat more often.
 
Appendix C of the survey was devoted to the inmates'
 
responses to questions relating to the rehabilitative
 
process. Table 4.5 indicates the mean for each question
 
from the surveyed population.
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Table 4.5
 
Inmates' Responses To Rehabilitative Questions
 
Question 

Inmates should be worked hard so they
 
can learn to like honest work. 

Prison workers are only in it for the
 
money. 

M SD
 
6.461 3.30
 
5.150 3.78
 
Prison workers want to help the inmate. 6.036 3.08
 
Inmates work hard to become rehabilitated. 5.461 3.08
 
New programs are needed to rehabilitate
 
inmates. 

Society wants to help inmates become
 
rehabilitated. 

Being mean is the only way to rehabilitate
 
inmates. 

Inmates can become skilled at almost any
 
job they are placed in. 

Inmates do not cooperate in plans for
 
rehabilitating them. 

Locking up an inmate alone is a poor penal
 
method. 

2.575 4.03 
6.948 3.32 
8.140 3.64 
3.751 3.61 
6.005 2.98 
3.585 3.96 
Society is to blame for inmate's problems. 6.425 3.38 
Education classes can rehabilitate 2.938 3.74 
inmates. 
Work release lets inmates off too easy. 6.813 3.64 
Society owes an inmate another job when 
they get out. 5.627 3.88 
Hard work is the answer to rehabilitate 
inmates. 6.000 3.59 
""" M All Statements = 5.461 ^ 
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The fifteen statements in Table 4.5 were coded in a
 
positive to negative direction for analysis in order to
 
prevent misinterpretation of the data. Higher scores
 
represented more negative responses whereas lower scores
 
indicated more favorable responses. In analyzing these
 
results it appears the most favorable responses (i.e., lower
 
scores) favor the inmates' perception that new programs of
 
work and/or education are necessary to facilitate the
 
rehabilitative process. Responses indicated that inmates
 
felt they could become skilled in almost any job in which
 
they are placed. Additionally, there was the suggestion
 
that inmates cooperate with plans of rehabilitation. On the
 
other end of the spectrum, there appeared to be a consensus
 
that society and prison staff did not want to assist the
 
inmate in becoming rehabilitated. Furthermore, the
 
organizational structure of the correctional system was not
 
well received and there were indications of motivational
 
deficits.
 
The fifteen rehabilitative statements were grouped into
 
general attitude perceptions toward the system, staff, self
 
and society. The results varied somewhat from individual
 
analyses. The means for the groups were 5.952, 5.593, 5.420
 
and 6.333 respectively. These scores indicate a somewhat
 
negative attitude toward rehabilitation generally with the
 
most favorable response (i.e., lower scores) in self
 
perception and least favorable (i.e. higher scores) in their
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response toward society. As stated earlier, the second
 
largest group of inmates at the California Institution for
 
Women when grouped into the five offense categories are
 
narcotic offenders who responded in lower numbers in the
 
survey. Therefore, the attitude towards correctional
 
treatment portion of this study understates the attitudes of
 
inmates who were narcotic offenders for the inmate
 
population. Violent offenders and white collar criminals
 
are over represented.
 
Based on the level of participation in this survey
 
responses indicate an unfavorable attitude toward
 
rehabilitation. The third largest offense group, property
 
offenders, were less represented in the survey and held
 
attitudes similar to narcotic offenders possibly due to
 
indirect involvement with narcotics in their commitment
 
offense. Property offenders appear to be negative
 
candidates for rehabilitation.
 
The last univariate analysis relates to Wheeler's
 
concept of early, middle, and late phases of incarceration
 
and their relationship to prisonization. The inmates were
 
asked whether they were within six months of reception or
 
within six months of release. Of the 193 surveyed
 
respondents, 75 (39%) indicated they were within six months
 
of reception, 28 (15%) of the respondents were within six
 
months of release and 90 (47%) inmates indicated they were
 
in the middle phase of incarceration. The middle phase is
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the period in which prisonization theoretically occurs
 
because the inmates' attitudes are in opposition to the
 
conventional values of the free community. These data
 
appear to support this concept.
 
Bivariate Analysis
 
For purposes of analysis, each of the thirty seven
 
offenses were grouped into six areas to examine general
 
offense areas. Those groups are as follows;
 
Group 1
 
Violent Offenses
 
Murder 1st
 
Kidnapping
 
Kidnap-Robbery/Ransom
 
Arson
 
Murder 2hd
 
Att. Murder
 
ADW
 
Robbery 1st
 
Robbery Ist-Toy Gun
 
Att. Robbery
 
Poss. Gun by Ex-Felon
 
Group 2
 
Propertv Offenses
 
Burglary 1st
 
Grand Theft
 
Burglary 2nd
 
Auto Theft
 
Petty Theft
 
Group 3
 
Narcotic Offenses
 
Narcotic Sale
 
Narcotic Possession
 
Group 4
 
White Collar Offenses
 
Forgery - $300. Plus
 
Fictious or NSF Checks
 
Forgery Under $100.
 
Group 5
 
Sex Related Offenses
 
Forcible Rape
 
Incest
 
Sex Perversion
 
Statutory Rape
 
Rape by Trick
 
Lewd and Lasoivious
 
Vagrancy - Lewd
 
Group 6
 
Miscellaneous Offenses
 
Habitual Criminal
 
Escape With Force
 
TFT - Potential Menace
 
PAL - Known Crime
 
TFT - Behavior Problem
 
Escape W/0 Force
 
TFT ^  Crime Not
 
PAL - No Crime
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The 0-10 rating scale was collapsed into five groups
 
for purposes of presentation as follows;
 
1 = LOW - 1.99
 
2 = 2 - 3.99
 
3 = 4 - 5.99
 
4 = 6 - 7.99
 
5 = 8 - HIGH
 
The purpose of the latter grouping was to eliminate
 
empty cells in the bivariate analysis, although statistics
 
are based on Continuous distributions. Each general offense
 
category area was then cross tabulated by offense category,
 
term length and by type of commitment. The term length code
 
remains the same as stated in the univariate analysis on
 
page 36. The type of commitment categories are as follows;
 
1 = New Commitment
 
2 - Parole Violatoir (PV)
 
3 = Parole Violator With New Term (PVWNT)
 
4 - Lifer (L)
 
5 = Life Without (LWO)
 
The Kruskal-Wallis H test is used in the bivariate
 
analysis to test for differences between variables. This
 
test uses a chi-sguare distribution and determines the
 
significance of variance between variables.
 
Crosstabulations of Offense Severitv Ratings
 
Tables 4.6 to 4.8 crosstabulate the offense severity
 
ratings of violent offenses by inmate general commitment
 
offense categories as classified by GIW, term length and
 
type of commitment. A rating of "1" is least severe and "5"
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is most severe.
 
Table 4.6
 
Severity Ratings for Violent Offenses by
 
Offense Category
 
Offense Cateaorv
 
Severitv Vio> • Prop• Narc Wht. Col
 
Rating N 1 N i N i N %
 
Vio. 1.00 (1) 1 (1) 2 (1) 6
 
Off. 2.00
 (1) 1 (1) 2 (1) 2
 
3.00 (9) 11 (3) 7 (3) 7 (2) 11
 
4.00 (33) 40 (17) 41 (20) 43 (8) 44
 
5.00 (39) 47 (19) 46 (22) 48 (7) 39
 
Total (83) (41) (46) (18)
 
Mean Rank 94.69 94.38 97.61 85.94
 
=
Kruskal-Wallis H, •47, p < .92
 
Table 4.7
 
Severity Ratings for Violent Offenses by Term Length
 
Term Length
 
Severitv Group Group Group Group Group Group 
Rating 1 2 2 4 5 6 
N % N % N11 ^ iNN %^ N N % 
Vio. 1.00 (1) 2 (2) 11 (1)
 
Off. 2.00 (3) 7
 (1) 4
 
3.00 (2) 5 (3) 7 (1) 6 (6) 16 (5) 18
 
4.00 (24) 56 (19) 42 (5) 28 (8) 38 (13) 34 (10) 36
 
5.00 (13) 30 (23) 51 (10) 56 (13) 62 (18) 47 (12) 43
 
IW T4^ TW T38T (28)
 
Mean Rank 82.63 104.73 102.06 117.00 95.57 90.34
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, =8.53, p < .13
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 Table 4.8
 
Severity Ratings for Violent Offenses by Type of
 
Commitment
 
Tvpe of Commitment
 
Severity NC PV PVWNT L LWO 
Rating N % N % N % N % N 1 
Vio. 1.00 (1) 1 (1) 5 (1) 3 (1) 2 
Off. 2.00 (1) 1 (2) 10 (1) 2 
3.00 (6) 7 (3) 10 (8) 15 
4.00 (31) 37 (10) 48 (14) 45 (22) 40 (2) 67 
5.00 (44) 53 (8) 38 (13) 42 (23) 42 (1) 33 
(83) (21) (31) (55) (3) 
Mean Rank 104.60 88.45 93.56 90.95 93.00
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 4.76, p < .31
 
Tables 4.6 to 4.8 indicate a general consensus that
 
violent offenses are rated as serious when crossreferenced
 
to the inmate's own commitment offense, term length and type
 
of admission to the prison system, although these are not
 
statistically significant. However, upon examination of
 
mean ranks, tendencies become evident, as seen in Table 4.7.
 
In this table there is a tendency for a more severe rating
 
of violent offenses in Group 4 (6-9.99 yrs.) than in Group l
 
(1.99 yrs. and below) and a tapering off effect toward Group
 
6. Tables 4.6 and 4.8 do not indicate any apparent
 
tendencies between groups.
 
Crosstabulations for severity ratings of narcotic
 
offenses by the inmates' offense category, term length and
 
type of commitment are shown in Tables 4.9 to 4.11.
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Table 4.11
 
Severity Ratings for Narcotic Offenses by Type of
 
Commitment
 
Tvoe of Commitment
 
Severity NC PV PVWNT L LWO 
Rating N 1 N % N % M l M % 
Narc. 1.00 (17) 20 (11) 52 (10) 32 (6) 11 
2.00 (23) 28 (6) 29 (6) 19 (17) 31 (1) 33 
3.00 (19) 23 (1) 5 (5) 16 (13) 24 (2) 66 
4.00 (16) 20 (1) 5 (8) 26 (12) 22 
5.00 (8) 10 (2) 10 (2) 6 (7) 13 
(83) (21) (31) (55) (3) 
Mean Rank 98.99 62.62 92.08 109.63 102.00
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 13.16, p < .01
 
The narcotic offense severity ratings in Table 4.9
 
appear to be somewhat the opposite of violent offense
 
severity ratings in that property and narcotic offenders
 
rated narcotic offense Severity as generally lower.
 
Narcotic offenders tended to rate narcotic offenses as much
 
less severe crimes, followed by property offenders. Violent
 
and White collar offenders tended to feel narcotic offenses
 
were more serious crimes. These tendencies can be seen in
 
the mean ranks of Table 4.9 which indicates that there is a
 
slight tendency to rate narcotic offenses less severe by
 
property and narcotic offenders than with violent and white
 
collar offenders. In Table 4.10, there is a tendency for
 
narcotic offenses to be rated as less severe in Group l
 
(1.99 yrs. and below) and more severe as the term length
 
46
 
increases. In Table 4.11, parole violators tended to rate
 
narcotic offenses as less severe than the other types of
 
commitments, and this difference appears to be statistically
 
significant.
 
Tables 4.12 to 4.14 represent inmates' severity ratings
 
for property offenses by their offense category, term length
 
and type of commitment.
 
Table 4.12
 
Severity Ratings for Property Offenses by Offense
 
Category
 
Offense Category
 
Severitv 
Rating 
Vio. 
N % 
Prop♦ 
N i 
Narc 
N % 
Wht. 
N 
Col. 
i 
Prop. 1.00 
2.00 
3.00 
4.00 
5.00 
(2) 
(22) 
(33) 
(17) 
(9) 
2 
27 
40 
20 
11 
(15) 
(16) 
(7) 
(3) 
37 
39 
17 
7 
(2) 
(13) 
(19) 
(11) 
(1) 
4 
28 
41 
24 
2 
(2) 
(6) 
(5) 
(3) 
(2) 
11 
33 
28 
17 
11 
(83) (41) (46) (18) 
Mean Rank 99.86 90.88 91.67 85.25 
Kruskal-Wallis H, == 3.74, p < .29 
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Tables 4.12 to 4.14 reveal a consensus that property
 
related offenses are generally seen as less severe crimes.
 
However, in Table 4.13, term length mean rank analysis
 
indicates a significantly higher severity rating for
 
property offenses by Group 4 (6 to 9.99 yrs.) as compared to
 
all other groups, especially Group 1. There appears to be
 
part of a general increase of severity ratings as the inmate
 
term lengths increase. In Table 4.14, a higher rating of
 
offense severity exists for new commitments than for other
 
types of commitments.
 
Tables 4,15 to 4.17 reprssent inmates' seyerity ratings
 
for white collar offenses by their offense category, term
 
length, and type of commitment.
 
Table 4.15
 
Severity Ratings for White Gollar Offenses by Offense
 
Category
 
Offense Cateaorv
 
Severity Vio. Prop. Narc. Wht. Col. 
Rating N % N % N % N % 
White 
Collar 
1.00 
2.00 
(22) 27 
(4li 49 
(13) 32 
(21) 51 
(12) 26 
(26) 57 
(11) 61 
(5) 28 
3.00 (16) 19 (5) 12 (6) 13 (1) 6 
4.00 (4) 5 (2) 5 (2) 4 (1) 6 
(83) (41) (46) (18) 
Mean Rank 100.46 92.29 96.63 66.61
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 8.04, p < .04
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Table 4.16
 
Severity Ratings for White Collar Offenses by Term
 
Length
 
Term Length
 
Severitv GroUD Group Group Group Group Group 
Rating 1 2 5 4 5 6 
N i N % N'1 N % N % N % 
Wht. 1.00 (19) 44 (15) 33 (4) 22 (4) 22 (11) 29 (8) 29
 
Col. 2.00 (19) 44 (25) 2 (9) 5 (11) 52 (19) 5 (11) 39
 
3.00 (2) 4 (4) 9 (4) 22 (5) 23 (7) 18 (7) 25
 
4.00 (3) 7 2 (1) 5 (1) 5 (1) 3 (2) 7
(1)
 
(43) (45) (18) (21) (38) (28)
 
Mean Rank 82.73 89.92 109.42 112.21 99.51 107.48
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 7.57, p < .18
 
Table 4.17
 
Severity Ratings for White Collar Offenses by Type of
 
Commitment
 
Tvpe of Commitment
 
Severitv NC PV PVWNT L LWO
 
Rating N % N % N % N % N %
 
Wht. 1.00 (23) 28 (10) 48 (10) 32 (17) 31 (1) 33 
Col. 2.00 (43) 52 (8) 38 (17) 55 (24) 44 (2) 66 
3.00 (13) 16 (1) 5 (4) 13 (11) 20 
4.00 (4) 5 (2) 10 (3) 5 
(83) (21) (31) (55) (3) 
Mean Rank 100.54 82.19 91.44 100.24 82.67
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 2.30, p < .68
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White collar offense severity ratings crosstabulated in
 
Tables 4.15 appear to be regarded as significantly less
 
serious offenses for women who committed white collar
 
crimes. In Table 4.16, mean rank analysis indicates a
 
tendency for an increase in offense severity as the inmates'
 
term length increases, with the most severe ratings
 
occurring in Group 4 (6-9.99 yrs.) and the less severe
 
ratings in Group 1 (1.99 yrs. and below). Severity ratings
 
by type of commitment (Table 4.17) showed little variation
 
across mean ranks, although parole violators and life
 
without parole inmates tended to rate white collar crimes as
 
less severe.
 
Tables 4.18 to 4.20 represent the inmates' severity
 
ratings for sex offenses by offense category, term length
 
and type of commitment.
 
Table 4.18
 
Severity Ratings for Sex Offenses by Offense Category
 
Offense Cateaorv
 
Severitv Vio. Prop. Narc. Wht. Col.
 
Rating N % N % N i N %
 
Sex 1.00 (1) 2 (1) 6
 
Off. 2.00 (4) 5 (1) 2 (1) 2
 
3.00 (5) 6 (4) 10 (4) 9 (1) 6
 
4.00 (44) 53 (17) 41 (22) 48 (9) 53
 
5.00 (30) 36 (18) 44 (19) 41 (7) 41
 
(83) (41) (46) (17)
 
Mean Rank 92.27 96.60 96.80 94.11
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = .15, p < .98
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Table 4.19
 
Severity Ratings for Sex Offenses by Term Length
 
Term Length
 
Severitv GrouD Group Group Group Group Group
 
Ratina 1 2 3 4 5 6
 
N i N % N i N i N i N i
 
Sex 1.00 (1) 2 (2) 11
 
Off 2.00 (1) 2 (1) 5 (1) 3 (3) 11
 
3.00 (3) 7 (7) 15 (1) 5 (2) 5 (2) 7
 
4.00 (25) 58 (19) 42 (7) 39 (10) 48 (22) 58 (11) 39
 
5.00 (14) 32 (18) 40 (9) 50 (9) 43 (13) 34 (12) 43
 
(43) (45) (18) (21) (38) (28)
 
Mean Rank 93.59 95.38 106.03 102.02 95.83 96.86
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 1.22, p < .94
 
Table 4.20
 
Severity Ratings for Sex Offenses by Type of
 
Commitment
 
Tvpe of Commitment
 
Severitv NO PV PVWNT L LWO
 
Ratina N 1 N % N i N % N i
 
Sex 1.00 (1) 1 (1) 5 (1) 3
 
2.00 (2) 2 (3) 5 (1) 33
 
3.00 (6) 7 (3) 14 (2) 6 (4) 7
 
4.00 (34) 41 (13) 62 (16) 52 (30) 55 (1) 33
 
5.00 (40) 48 (4) 19 (12) 39 (18) 33
 (1) 33
 
(83) (21) (31) (55) (3)
 
Mean Rank 105.88 76.50 98.45 91.65 78.00
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 6.14, p < .19
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Mean rank analysis of these tables indicates no
 
significant differences or marked tendencies across any of
 
the categories within offense type, term length, and type of
 
commitment. These ratings are supported by the large number
 
of individual sex offenses rated as most serious when
 
respondents rated the original thirty seven different
 
criminal offenses.
 
Tables 4.21 to 4.23 represent severity ratings for
 
miscellaneous offenses by the inmates' offense category,
 
term length and type of commitment. Miscellaneous offenses
 
as stated earlier generally include parole violations,
 
habitual criminal charges and escape.
 
Table 4.21
 
Severity Ratings for Miscellaneous Offenses by Offense
 
Category
 
Offense Cateaorv
 
Severity 
Rating 
Vio. 
N % 
Prop. 
N % 
Narc. 
H % 
Wht Col. 
N % 
Misc. 1.00 
2.00 
3.00 
4.00 
5.00 
(2) 2 
(12) 15 
(31) 37 
(27) 33 
(11) 13 
(1) 2 
(9) 22 
(18) 44 
(9) 22 
(4) 10 
(3) 7 
(10) 22 
(22) 48 
(8) 17 
(3) 7 
(1) 6 
(3) 17 
(7) 39 
(5) 28 
(2) 11 
(83) (41) (46) (18)
 
Mean Rank 104.20 89.84 80.77 95.44
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 6.93, p < .07
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Table 4.22
 
Severity Ratings for Miscellaneous Offenses by Term
 
Length
 
Term Length
 
Severity Group Group Group Group Group GroUp 
Rating 1 1 1 4 5 6 
N 1 M i N % N i N % N % 
Misc. i.OQ (4) 9 (1) 2 (1) 6
 
2.00 (10) 23 (11) 24 (3) 17 (4) 19 (5) 13 (3) 11
 
3.00 (19) 44 (21) 47 (6) 33 (8) 38 (15) 40 (10) 36
 
4.00 (7) 16 (7) 16 (7) 39 (6) 29 (11) 29 (11) 39
 
5.00 (3) 7 (5) 11 (1) 6 (3) 14 (6) 16 (3) 11
 
(43) (45) (18) (21) (28)
 
Mean Rank 80.56 89.13 100.39 105.48 108.50 110.75
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 10.53, p < .06
 
Table 4.23
 
Severity Ratings for Miscellaneous Offenses by Type
 
of Commitment
 
Type of Commitment
 
Severity NC PV PVWNT L LWO
 
Rating N i N % N % N 1 N %
 
Misc.:  1.00 (2) 2 (3) 14 (1) 3 (2) 4
 
2.00 (14) 17 (5) 24 (8) 26 (9) 16
 
3.00 (34) 41 (9) 43 (13) 42 (20) 36 (3) 100
 
4.00 (20) 24 (3) 14 (8) 26 (18) 33
 
5.00 (13) 16 (1) 5 (1) 3 (6) 11
 
(83) (21) (31) (55) (3)
 
Mean Rank 103.31 72.81 86.31 103.45 84.00
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 8.96, p < .06
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Tables 4.21 to 4.23 tend to indicate a fairly moderate
 
assessment of offense severity for miscellaneous offenses in
 
all areas, which is consistent with the previous data
 
interpretation. However, mean rank analysis of these tables
 
indicate tendencies for less severity ratings for
 
miscellaneous offenses in Table 4.21 by narcotic offenders.
 
Table 4.22 reveals a tendency for offense severity ratings
 
to increase as the inmates• term length increases. These
 
differences approach statistical significance, being highest
 
for inmates with over 18 years to serve. In Table 4.23,
 
parole violators tended to rate miscellaneous offenses less
 
in severity than the other types of commitments, followed by
 
those with life without parole. Again these differences
 
approached statistical significance.
 
Severity Ratings bv Phase of Incarceration
 
To test the hypotheses related to length of prison term
 
each severity category was crosstabulated by early, middle
 
and late phase of incarceration. These grouping were early,
 
up to 3.99 years, middle, 4 to 9.99 years, and late, 10
 
years and up. The results are shown in Tables 4.24 through
 
4.29 by the six offense groupings.
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Table 4.24
 
Severity Ratings for Violent Offenses by Phase Status
 
Severity Early Middle Late
 
Rating N % N % N %
 
1.00 (1) 1 (2) 2 (1) 
Violent 2.00 (3) 4 (1) 1 
3.00 (4) 5 (11) 12 (2) 7 
4.00 (37) 49 (31) 34 (11) 39 
5.00 (30) 40 (45) 50 (14) 50 
(75) (90) THT
 
Mean Rank 89.45 100.97 104.45
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, X^ = 2.32, p < .31
 
Table 4.25
 
Severity Ratings for Narcotic Offenses by Phase
 
Status
 
Severity Early Middle Late
 
Rating N N %
 H
 
1.00 (24) 32 (12) 13 (8) 29
 
Narcotic 2.00 (22) 29 (26) 29 (5) 18
 
3.00 (12) 16 (24) 27 (4) 14
 
4.00 (12) 16 (19) 21 21
(6)
 
5.00 (5) 7 (9) 10 (5) 18
 
(W (90)
 
Mean Rank 84.23 106.34 101.18
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 6.60, p < .04
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Table 4.26
 
Severity Ratings for Property Offenses by Phase Status
 
severity Early Middle Late
 
Rating N % N % N %
 
1.00 (3) 4 (3) 3 4 
Property 2.00 (26) 35 (22) 24 (9) 32 
3.00 (31) 41 (34) 38 (10) 36 
4.00 (12) 16 (22) 24 (5) 18 
5.00 (3) 4 (9) 10 (3) 11 
TW (W
 
Mean Rank 84.35 108.61 93.57
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 7.84, p< .02
 
Table 4.27
 
Severity Ratings for White Collar Offenses by Phase
 
Status
 
Severity Early Middle Late
 
Rating N % N % N %
 
1.00 (29) 39 (23) 26 (9) 32
 
White 2.00 (37) 49 (43) 48 (14) 50
 
Collar 3.00 (5) 7 (20) 22 (4)
 14
 
4.00 (4) 5 4
(4) (1) 4
 
(75)
 T9^ TW
 
Mean Rank 86,28 106.94 93.77
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, - 5.70, p < .06
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Table 4.28
 
Severity Ratings for Sex Offenses by Phase Status
 
Severity Early Middle Late
 
Rating N N % N %
 
1.00 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1) 4
 
Sex 2.00 (1) 1 (5) 6
 
Related 3.00 (8) 11 (6) 7 4
 
X (1)
 
ro
4.00 (35) 47 (46) 51 (13) 46
 
5.00 (30) 40 (32) 36 (13) 46
II
 
(75) (90) (28)
 
Mean Rank 97.99 92.88 107.61
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, 1.52/ P < .47
 
Table 4.29
 
Severity Ratings for Miscellaneous Offenses by Phase,
 
Status
 
Severitv Earlv Middle Late
 
Rating N i N % N %
 
1.00
 (4) 5 (2) 2 (2) 7
 
Misc. 2.00 (16) 21 (15) 17 (5)
 18
 
3.00 (35) 47 (32) 36 (12) 43
 
4.00 (16) 21 (30) 33 (3) 11
 
5.00 (4) 5 (11) 12 (6) 21
 
TW TW TW
 
Mean Rank 83.84 106.93 100.32
 
Kruskal-Wallis Hj =7.11, p < .03
 
Tables 4.24 to 4.29 show offense severity ratings
 
consistent with those Shown in Table 4.4. They reflect the
 
differences in term lengths and the consistency of
 
perceptions toward criminal offenses throughout the inmates'
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period of incarceration. Table 4.24 shows no significant
 
differences for violent offenses based on phase of
 
incarcerationv although there is a tendency for ratings to
 
increase with time served. Table 4.25 indicates an increase
 
of offehse severity estimations for narcotic offenses in the
 
middle and late phases when examining the mean rankings
 
which appears significant (probability < .04). Table 4.26
 
forms a U-shaped curve indicating a higher rating of offense
 
severity for property offenses for inmates in the middle
 
phase of ihcarceration (probability < .02). Table 4.27
 
does not reveal any sighifiCant differences however it does
 
indicate a slight increase in severity for White collar
 
offenses during the middle phase of incarceration. Table
 
4.28 also does not indicate any significance but does reveal
 
a modest reverse U-shaped curve for sex offense severity
 
ratings. Table 4.29 indicates an increase in severity
 
ratings for miscellaneous offenses in the middle and late
 
phases of incarceration, wM with a
 
probability of < .03 and mean rankings.
 
Tables 4,30 to 4.33 compare the inmates* attitude
 
toward rehabilitation when grouped into four categories and
 
crosstabulated against their phase status of incarceration.
 
There was no significance in variance for these tables, as
 
seen in the mean rank analysis. No notable tendencies were
 
found other than those found in Table)4.33. It appears that
 
inmates in the early and late phases of incarceration tend
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to have a more favorable attitude toward society.
 
Table 4.30
 
Attitude Toward The System by Phase Status
 
Early Middle Late
 
Favorable N 1 N % N %
 
Attitude 1.00 (2) 2 (1) 4 
Towards 2.00 (10) 13 (20) 22 (4) 14 
System 3.00 (48) 64 (46) 51 (17) 61 
4.00 (14) 19 (17) 19 (5) 18 
5.00 (3) 4 (5) 6 (1) 4 
Unfavorable
 
(75) (90) (28)
 
Mean Rank 100.89 94.08 95.95
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, =1.51, p < .46
 
Table 4.31
 
Attitude Toward staff by Phase Status
 
Early Middle Late
 
Favorable N % N % N %
 
Attitude 1.00 (6) 8 (6) 7 (1) 4
 
Towards 2.00 (8) ll (7) 8 (3) 11
 
Staff 3.00 (28) 37 '(40) 44 (15) 54
 
4.00 (20) 27 (18) 20 (8) 29
 
5.00 (13) 17 (19) 21 (1) 4
 
Unfavorable
 
(75) (90) (28)
 
Mean Rank 97.56 99.53 87.38
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 1.06, p < ,58
 
60
 
Table 4.32
 
Attitude Toward Self by Phase Status
 
Early Middle Late
 
Favorable N % M % N %
 
Attitude 1.00 (3) 4 (4) 4 
Towards 2.00 (15) 20 (11) 12 (7) 25 
Self 3.00 (32) 43 (36) 40 (9) 32 
4.00 (21) 28 (32) 36 (8) 29 
5.00 (4) 5 (7) 8 (4) 14 
Unfavorable
 
(75) (90) (28)
 
Mean Rank 90.03 101.80 lOO.25
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 1.91, p < .38
 
Table 4.33
 
Attitude Toward Society by Phase Status
 
Earlv Middle Late
 
Favorable N % N % n %
 
Attitude 1.00 (2) 3 (4) 4 (1) 4
 
Towards 2.00 (11) 15 (10) 11 {2) 1
 
Society 3.00 (13) 17 (16) 18 (12) 43
 
4.00 (35) 47 (28) 31 (8) 29
 
5.00 (14) 19 (32) 36 (5) 18
 
Unfavorable
 
(75) (90) (28)
 
Mean Rank 93.03 104.38 83.93
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, ==3.62, p < .16
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Crosstabulations of Inmates' Attitudes Toward Rehabilitation
 
The last series of crosstabulations in Tables 4.34 to
 
4.37 examines the bivariate relationships of general offense
 
category severity ratings and inmate attitudes toward the
 
system, self, staff, and society that make up their
 
attitudes toward rehabilitatipn. These areas utilize the
 
collapsed coding scheme fof severity and attitude ratings,
 
although means are based on continuous scores. High ratings
 
indicate dissatisfaction and low ratings indicate
 
satisfaction.
 
Table 4.34
 
Ratings for Violent Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward Society
 
Attitude Toward Society
 
Severity 1.00 i2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00
 
Rating N N N N N
 %
 
Vio. 
1.00 
2.00 
(2) 9 (1) 
(1) 
2 
2 (3) 4 
(1) 2 
Off. 3.00 (3) 4 (2) 5 (5) 7 (7) 14 
4.00 (2) 29 (11) 48 (16) 39 (28) 39 (22) 43 
5.00 (5) 71 (7) 30 (21) 51 (35) 49 (21) 41 
Iv (41) (51)
 
Mean Rank 125.GO 78.87 102.73 100.56
 91.77
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 17.01, p < .07
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Table 4.35
 
Severity Ratings for Violent Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward Staff
 
Severity 1.00 00 3.00 4.00 5.00
 
Ratina H 1 N 1 M 1 N 1 N 1
 
1.00 (1) 8 (3) 4 
Vio. 2.00 (2) 11 (2) 2 
Off. 3.00 (3) 23 (1) 6 (5) 6 (5) 11 (3) 9 
4.00 (3) 23 (11) 61 (36) 43 (19) 41 (10) 30 
5.00 (6) 46 (4) 22 (37) 45 (22) 48 (20) 61 
(13) (18) (83) (46) (33)
 
. ■ ■ 
Mean Rank 87.88 74.50 95.89
 99.96 111.55
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, X2 = 15.42, p < .12
 
Table 4.36
 
Severity Ratings for Violent Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward the System
 
Attitude Toward Svstem
 
Severity 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00
 
Ratina N % N % 1
N N 1 N i
 
1.00 (1) 3 (2) 2 (1) 2
 
Vio. 2.00 33
(1) (3) 3
 
Off. 3.00 (3) 9 (12) 11 (2) 3
 
4.00 (1) 33 (15) 44 (43) 39 (45) 68 (5) 56
 
5.00 (1) 33 (15) 44 (51) 46 (18) 27 (4) 44
 
(3) (34) (66)
(111) (9)
 
Mean Rank 73.50 95.99 95.70 102.60 102.33
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, X2 = 2.34/ P < .94
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 Table 4.37
 
Severity Ratings fpr Violent offenses by Attitude
 
Toward self
 
Attitude Toward Self
 
Severity 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00
 
N % N % N % N % N %
 
1.00 (1) 1 (2) 3 (1) 7
 
Vio. 2.00 (1) 14 (1) 3 (1) 1 (1) 2
 
Off. 3.00 (1) 14 (4) 12 (7) 9 (4) 7 (1) 7
 
4.00 (4) 57 (18) 55 (S2) 42 (19) 31 (6) 40
 
5.00 (1) 14 (10) 30 (36) 47 (35) 57 (7) 47
 
(7) (33) (77) (61) (15)
 
Mean Rank 61.79 82.86 98.34 107.04 96.83
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 9.60, p < .48
 
The data compiled in Tables 4.34 to 4.37 reflect hot
 
only that the violent crimes are serious in nature but that
 
women who felt this way tend to have a negative feeling
 
toward prpgrams of rehabilitatioh. Those who felt violent
 
offenses were serious had a more negative impression of
 
society and staff in the rehabilitative process overall.
 
Although there was no significant varianoe within tables,
 
mean rank analysis indicates a tendency in Table 4.34 for a
 
less positive attitude toward society for the first group.
 
The statistics may not reflect true tendencies because the
 
first group cohteined only seven of the 193 respondents.
 
The reverse was discovered in Tables 4.36 and 4.37 where
 
more positive marks were revealed in the first group and
 
more negaitively in the other groups.
 
Tables 4.38 to 4.41 examine the bivariate relationships
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between the remaining general offense categories and the
 
grouping of offender attitudes toward the OtH^ coitiponents
 
of rehabilitation.
 
■ Table"4.38 
Severity Ratings for Narcotic Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward The System 'V.:
 
Attitude Toward Svstem
 
Severity 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00
 
Rating N % N % N 4 N % N %
 
1.00 (1) 33 (9) 26 (26) 23 (5) 14 (3) 33 
Narc. 2.00 (6) 18 (29) 26 (16) 44 (2) 22 
Off. 3.00 (1) 33 (11) 32 (20) 18 (8) 22 
4.00 (1) 33 (6) 18 (24) 22 (3) 83 (3) 33 
C (2) 6 (12) 11 (4) 11 (1) 11 
(111) (36) (9)
 
Mean Rank 98.67 94.85 98.61 94.24 95.72
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 2.84, p < .90
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Table 4.39
 
Severity Ratings for Narcotic Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward Self
 
Attitude Toward Self
 
severity 1♦00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 
Rating N % N % N % N ^ N ^ 
1.00 (10) 30 (18) 23 (11) 18 (5) 33 
Narc. 2.00 (1) 14 (8) 24 (20) 26 (20) 33 (4) 27 
Off. 3.00 (2) 29 (7) 21 (18) 23 (9) 15 (4) 27 
4.00 (4) 57 (5) 15 (16) 21 (12) 20 
5.00 (3) 9 (5) 6 (9) 15 (2) 13 
(■7) (33) (77) (61) (15) 
Mean Rank 132.86 89.32 95.53 102.51 82.30 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 12.98, p< .22 
Table 4.40 
Severity Ratings for Narcotic Offenses by Attitude 
Toward Society 
Attitude Toward Society 
Severity 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 
Rating N % N % N i N % N % 
1.00 (1) 14 (5) 28 (7) 17 (20) 28 (11) 22 
Narc. 2.00 (3) 43 (6) 26 (8) 20 (21) 30 (15) 29 
Pit. 3.00 (1) 14 (6) 26 (8) 20 (13) 18 (12) 24 
4.00 (4) 17 (11) 27 (11) 16 (11) 22 
5.00 (2) 29 (2) 9 (7) 17 (6) 8 (2) 4 
(7) (23) (41) (71) (51) 
Mean Rank 103.00 97.20 113.89 88.57 94.25 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 9.92, p < .45 
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Table 4.41
 
Severity Ratings for Narcotic Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward staff
 
Attitude Toward Staff
 
severitv l.OO 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 
Rating N % N % N M % N % 
1.00 (3) 23 (5) 28 (9) 20 (9) 20 (5) 15 
Narc. 2.00 (2) 15 (6) 33 (13) 28 (13) 28 (10) 30 
Off. 3.00 (3) 23 (5) 28 (9) 20 (9) 20 (4) 12 
4.00 (3) 23 (1) 6 (9) 20 (9) 20 (11) 33 
5.00 (2) 15 (1) 6 (6) 13 (6) 13 (3) 9 
(13) (18) (46) (46) (33) 
Mean Rank 107.54 81.44 91.63 101.98 107.89
 
Kruskal-wallis H, = 17.445, p < .06
 
Narcotic offense severity was viewed by the female
 
offender as a less serious offense overall and provided a
 
more negative perception toward rehabilitation when cross
 
tabulated to self, staff and society. Significant
 
differences were not found in any table. In Table 4.41,
 
however, a slight tendency for lower rankings of narcotic
 
offenses as a reflection of more positive attitude toward
 
staff occurs with the second group of the inmates* attitude
 
toward staff as compared to the first and fifth groups. In
 
this case, the inmates indicate a less severe rating than
 
the other two groups.
 
Tables 4.42 to 4.45 relate attitudes toward
 
rehabilitation to offense severity ratings.
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Table 4.42
 
Severity Ratings for Property Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward The System
 
Attitude Toward System
 
Severity 
Rating 
1.00 
N %. 
2♦00 
N % 
3.00 
N % 
4.00 
N % 
5.00 
N % 
Prop. 
Off. 
1.00 
2.00 
3.00 
4.00 
5.00 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
33 
33 
33 
(2) 
(8) 
(14) 
(7) 
(3) 
6 
24 
41 
21 
9 
(3) 
(36) 
(42) 
(23) 
(7) 
3 
32 
38 
21 
6 
(2) 
(9) 
(16) 
(8) 
(1) 
6 
25 
44 
22 
3 
(4) 
(2) 
(3) 
44 
22 
33 
(3) (34) (111) (36) (9)
 
Mean Rank 149.00 99.85 95.05 95.06 100.67
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 5.71, p < .57
 
Table 4.43
 
Severity Ratings for Property Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward Self
 
Attitude Toward Self
 
Severity 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00
 
Rating N % N % N % N % N %
 
1-00 (3) 9 (3) 5 (1) 7
 
Prop. 2.00 (1) 14 (10) 30 (25) 32 (15) 25 (6) 40
 
Off. 3.00 (4) 57 (13) 39 (36) 47 (19) 31 (3) 20
 
4.00 (1) 14 (4) 12 (11) 14 (19) 31 (4) 27
 
5.00 (1) 14 (3) 9 (5) 6 (5) 8 (1) 7
 
(7) (33) (77) (61) (15)
 
Mean Rank 112.71 87.64 94.17 105.59 89.87
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, - 10.58, p < .39
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Tables 4.42 to 4.45 support a moderate offense severity
 
rating for property offenses but tend to show a more
 
negative inmate perception of rehabilitation overall. No
 
significant relationships between attitudes toward
 
rehabilitation and property offense ratings were found when
 
considering mean rank analysis. Group 1 had few
 
respondents, which may account for the greater variation in
 
their scores.
 
Tables 4.46 to 4.49 relate attitudes toward
 
rehabilitation to offense severity ratings of white collar
 
offenses.
 
Table 4.46
 
Severity Ratings for White Collar Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward System
 
Attitude Toward Svstem
 
Severity 
Rating 
1.00 
N % 
2.00 
N % 
3.00 
N 1 
4.00 
N % 
5.00 
N % 
Wht. 
Col. 
Off. 
1.00 
2.00 
3.00 
4.00 
(2) 
(1) 
67 
33 
(11) 
(17) 
(6) 
32 
50 
18 
(37) 
(51) 
(18) 
(5) 
33 
46 
16 
5 
(9) 
(22) 
(3) 
(2) 
25 
61 
8 
6 
(4) 
(2) 
(1) 
(2) 
44 
22 
11 
22 
(3) (34) (111) (36) (9)
 
Mean Rank 129.00 94.28 96.27 98.72 98.78
 
Kruskai-Wallis H, X = 3.08, p < .88
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Table 4.47
 
Severity Ratings for White Collar Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward Self
 
Attitude Toward Self
 
Severitv 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00
 
Rating N % N i N % N % H 

1.00 (1) 14 (9) 39 (8) 19 (25) 35 (18) 35 
Wht. 2.00 (4) 57 (13) 56 (19) 46 (33) 46 (25) 49 
Col. 3.00 (2) (12) 29 (8) 11 (7) 14 
Off. 4.00 (1) 4 (2) 5 (5) 7 (1) 2 
(7) (23) (41) (71) (51)
 
Mean Rank 112.71 91.98 93.91 104.28 86.97
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, ^ 10.96, p < .36
 
Table 4.48
 
Severity Ratings for White Collar Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward Society
 
Attitude Toward Societv
 
Severitv '1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00
 
Rating N % N % N % N % N %
 
1.00 (1) 14 (9) 39 (8) 19 (25) 35 (18) 35
 
Wht. 2.00 (4) 57 (13) 57 (19) 46 (33) 46 (25) 49
 
Col. 3.00 (2) 29 (12) 29 (8) 11 (7) 14
 
Off. 4.00 (1) 4 (2) 5 (5) 7 (1) 2
 
(7) (23) (41) (71) (51)
 
Mean Rank 115.00 81.67 115.30 93.81 91.17
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 11.96, p < .29
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Table 4.49
 
Severity Ratings for White Collar Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward Staff
 
Attitude Toward Staff
 
Severity 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00
 
Rating N % N % N % N % N %
 
1.00 (5) 38 (6) 33 (27) 33 (14) 30 (9) 27 
Wht. 2.00 (5) 38 (10) 55 (42) 50 (24) 52 (13) 39 
col. 3.00 (2) 15 (2) 11 (9) 11 (6) 13 (10) 30 
Off. 4.00 (1) 8 (5) 6 (2) 4 (1) 3 
TilT (18) TW TW 1337 
Mean Rank 94,35 89.50 94.81 96.43 108.44
 
Kruskal'-Wallis H, = 12.97, p < .22
 
Tables 4.46 to 4.49 indicate a general negativism
 
toward rehabilitation when crosstabulated to themselves.
 
Staff and Society, There were no significant differences in
 
means for these tables except for Table 4.49.
 
Tables 4.50 to 4.53 relate attitudes toward
 
rehabilitation to sex offense severity ratings.
 
72
 
  
Table 4.50
 
Severity Ratings for Sex Related Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward The System
 
Attitude Toward Svstem
 
Severity 1.GO 2.GO 3.GG 4.GG 5.qq
 
Rating M % N % M % N N %
 
l.OG (1) 3 (1) 1 (1) 3 
MX 2.GG (1) 33 (2) 6 (3) 3 
Rel- 3.GG (4) 12 (8) 7 (2) 6 (1) 11 
Off- 4.GG 
5.GG 
(1) 
(1) 
33 
33 
(14) 
(13) 
41 
38 
(53) 
(46) 
48 
41 
(21) 
(12) 
58 
33 
(5) 
(3) 
56 
33 
(3) (34) (ill) (36) (9)
 
Mean Rank 78.GG 91.53 1GG.21 94.71 93.61
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 2.68, p < .91
 
Table 4.51
 
Severity Ratings for Sex Related Offenses by Attitude
 
^ Toward Self
 
A11itude Toward Self 
Severitv 1.GG 2.GG 3.GG 4.GG 5.GG 
Rating ; N % N % N ;■% N % N % 
1. GG (1) 1 (1) 2 (1) 7 
Sex 2. GG (1) 14 (4) ' ■ :' 5 (1) 2 
Rel. 3.GG (3) 9 (5) 6 (6) IG (1) 7 
Off. 4.GG (1) 14 (14) 42 (43) 56 (27) 44 (9) 6G 
5. GG (5) 71 (16) 49 (24) 31 (26) 43 27(4) 
(7) (33) (77) (61) (15) 
Mean Rank 122.57 1G7.52 9G.G2 99.95 85.77 
Kruskal-Wallis H, X^= 7.82, p < .64 
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Table 4.52
 
Severity Ratings for Sex Related Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward Society
 
Attitude Toward Society
 
Severity 00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00
 
Rating N N % N %
i N _ N %
 
Sex 
Rel. 
1.00 
2.00 
3.00 (1) 14 
(1) 
(2) 
(2) 
4 
9 
9 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
2 
2 
2 
(1) 
(5) 
1 
7 
(1) 
(2) 
(6) 
2 
4 
12 
Off. 4.00 (3) 43 (8) 35 (15) 37 (42) 59 (26) 51 
5.00 (3) 43 (10) 43 (23) 56 (23) 32 (16) 31 
Tn ~(23) (41) WJ 
Mean Rank 99.93 94.83 114.29 94.12 87.69
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 13.10, p < .22
 
Table 4.53
 
Severity Ratings for Sex Related Offenses by Attitude
 
Toward Staff
 
Attitude Toward Staff
 
Severity 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00
 
1 N %
Rating N % N N % N %
 
1.00 (3) 4
 
Sex 2.00 8 6 4
(1) (1) (3) 3
(1)

Rel. 3.00
 (3) 17 (5) 6 (5) 11 (2) 6
 
Off. 4.00 (5) 38 (6) 33 (43) 52 (23) 50 (17) 52
 
5.00 (7) 54 (8) 44 (29) 35 (18) 39 (13) 39
 
(13) (18) (83)
 TW TW
 
Mean Rank 112.00 96.36 92.88 98.64 99.52
 
Kruska1-Wa11is H, x2 = 7.48/ P < .68
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Tables 4.50 to 4.53 indicate a more negative attitude
 
toward rehabilitation as it pertains to staff, society and
 
themselves. There were no significant differences in means
 
for any of these tables nor were there any identified
 
tendencies in mean rankings.
 
Tables 4.54 to 4.57 relate attitudes toward
 
rehabilitation to offense severity ratings for miscellaneous
 
offenses, such as habitual offenders, escapes and parole
 
violators.
 
Table 4.54
 
Severity Ratings for Miscellaneous Offenses by
 
Attitude Toward The System
 
Attitude Toward System
 
Severitv 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00
 
Rating N % N % N % N % N
 
1.00 
Misc. 2.00 
Off. 3.00 
4.00 
5.00 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
33 
33 
33 
(6) 
(15) 
(10) 
(3) 
18 
44 
29 
9 
(7) 
(25) 
(41) 
(24) 
(14) 
6 
23 
37 
22 
13 
(1) 
(4) 
(18) 
(12) 
(1) 
3 
11 
50 
33 
3 
(4) 
(3) 
(2) 
44 
22 
22 
(3) (W (111) TW W 
Mean Rank 97.83 101.41 92.36 99.49 127.33
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 3.53, p < .83
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Table 4.55
 
Severity Ratings for Miscellaneous Offenses by
 
Attitude Toward Self
 
Attitude Toward Self
 
Severity 
Rating 
1.00 
N ^ 
2.00 
N % 
3.00 
N % 
4.00 
N ^ 
5.00 
N % 
1.00 
Misc. 2.00 
Off. 3.00 
4.00 
5.00 
(4) 
(2) 
(1) 
57 
29 
14 
(1) 
(6) 
(14) 
(8) 
(4) 
3 
18 
42 
24 
12 
(4) 
(15) 
(32) 
(19) 
(7) 
5 
19 
42 
25 
9 
(2) 
(11) 
(24) 
(16) 
(8) 
3 
18 
39 
26 
13 
(1) 
(4) 
(5) 
(4) 
(1) 
7 
27 
33 
27 
7 
(7) (33) (77) (61) (15) 
Mean Rank 116.43 98.65 93.46 100.80 87.03
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 5.59, p < .85
 
Table 4.56
 
Severity Ratings for Miscellaneous Offenses by
 
Attitude Toward Society
 
Attitude Toward Society
 
Severity 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00
 
Rating N % N % N 1 N % N %
 
1.00 (2) 9 (1) 2 (4) 6 (1) 2
 
Misc. 2.00 (1) 14 (2) 9 (7) 17 (10) 14 (16) 31
 
Off. 3.00 (4) 57 (10) 43 (18) 44 (32) 45 (15) 29
 
4.00 (1) 14 (6) 26 (8) 20 (18) 25 (16) 31
 
5.00 (1) 14 (3) 13 (7) 17 (7) 10 (3) 6
 
(7) (23) (41) (71) (51)
 
Mean Rank 99.07 101.70 101.63 97.41 90.30
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 3.58, p < .96
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Table 4.57
 
Severity Ratings for Miscellaneous Offenses by
 
Attitude Toward Staff
 
Attitude Toward Staff
 
Severity 
Rating 
1.00 
N i N 
2.00 
% H 
3.00 
% 
4.00 
N % 
5.00 
N 
1.00 
Misc. 2.00 
Off. 3.00 
4.00 
5.00 
(1) 
(2) 
(5) 
(4) 
(1) 
8 
15 
39 
31 
8 
(5) 
(7) 
(3) 
(3) 
28 
39 
17 
17 
(3) 
(14) 
(37) 
(19) 
(10) 
4 
17 
45 
23 
12 
(4) 
(8) 
(18) 
(14) 
(2) 
9 
17 
39 
30 
4 
(7) 
(12) 
(9) 
(5) 
21 
36 
29 
15 
(13) (18) (83) (46) (33) 
Mean Rank 96.35 95.19 98.01 90.87 104.26
 
Kruskal-Wallis H, = 6.45, p < .78
 
The last series of bivariate analysis in Tables 4.54 to
 
4.57 compares the generally moderate severity ratings of
 
miscellaneous offenses to the inmates attitude toward
 
rehabilitation. For all tables, offense ratings do not
 
appear to increase significantly in relation to various
 
attitudes toward the system, self, society, and staff. In
 
these tables, there appears to be negativism in attitude for
 
rehabilitation with themselves, society and staff except
 
with perception toward the system. There was no
 
significance in variance in either of these tables.
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SuTtiTnarv
 
Overall the response rate to the survey was 54% or 193
 
women at CIW. It included inmates from the two general
 
areas of the institution referred to as the Reception Center
 
and General Population. All inmates were asked to respond
 
to the survey, except for those inmates in special housing
 
units. Comparisons of figures for commitment offenses to
 
responses indicated that violent offenders and white collar
 
offenders responded to the survey at much higher rates, with
 
narcotic offenders and property offenders responding at
 
lower rates. Additionally, the chronologically older inmate
 
were more likely to respond. Sex offenses were identified as
 
the most severe crimes which is especially interesting due
 
to the lack of response to the survey by sex offenders which
 
might have affected the ratings.
 
Respondents held generally negative attitudes toward
 
rehabilitation, with attitudes toward society being least
 
favorable and inmate self perceptions being most favorable.
 
Additionally, the inmates indicated that they perceived
 
society and staff as not wishing to assist them in becoming
 
rehabilitated. Respondents felt that new and/or additional
 
education classes were needed and that they could become
 
skilled in almost any job in which they were placed.
 
Therefore, the attitudes of inmates regarding rehabilitation
 
probably center around the negative perception of the people
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working within system and society in general. The
 
correctional structure itself does not appear to be a focal
 
point of negativism.
 
Most inmates who responded to the survey appeared to be
 
in the middle phase of incarceration^ which theoretically is
 
the period when prisonization occurs. Most female offenders
 
remained consistent in estimatihg offense severity
 
throughout the term of incarceration. The exceptions were
 
for narcotic and property offenders. Univariate findings of
 
data remained fairly consistent in bivariate comparisons.
 
There appears to be significance among the offense severity
 
ratings for narcotic offenses over the period of
 
incarceratibn that indicates an increase in perceived
 
seriousness. In comparing the severity ratings for property
 
related and white collar offenses a U-shaped curve is found
 
during the middle phase of incarceration indicating an
 
increased perception of offense severity. The opposite
 
occurred with sex offertse ratings with a reverse U-shape
 
curve developing indicating a lower perception of offense
 
severity during the middle phase of incarceration. Narcotic
 
offenses were rated by the majority of respondents as being
 
higher in offense se^^erity^^^ ^e^^ crosstabulated by the
 
narcotic offenders themselves. White collar offenders also
 
rated their offenses relatively low in offense severity when
 
compared to commitment offense categories. Property and
 
white collar offenses Were rated as less severe crimes,
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whereas violent offenses were rated high in offense
 
severity.
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Chapter 5
 
Summary and Conclusions
 
One motivation for undertaking this thesis was to
 
respond to the demands created by projected inmate
 
population increases, specifically the needs of female
 
offenders. This pppulation is estimated to increase by 73
 
percent between 1993 and 1998, paralleling male population
 
projections. This dilemma has highlighted the importance of
 
research on the female offender.
 
The intent of this study was to establish inmate
 
estimates of offense severity and attitude toward
 
rehabilitative programs. The correlation between these two
 
areas would be consistent with Brammer and ShpStrom's (1960)
 
psychotherapeutic theory of self realization of problematic
 
areas and McCorkle and Korn's (1962) theory that patterns of
 
perception and motive within oneself are related to one's
 
difficulties. This information would be valuable to
 
officials working to meet rehabilitation goals in the prison
 
system by examining the attitudes of the offender.
 
Hopefully, present trends in female inmate population
 
growth could be interrupted through innovative plans for
 
rehabilitation that roight yield decreased recidivism rates.
 
It was hypothesized that if the attitudes of the offender
 
toward various criminal offenses and attitudes toward
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 rehabilitation were underetoocj then correctional staff could
 
be better equipped to facilitate the rehabilitative process.
 
Specifically, the study sought to examine relationships
 
between offense severity estimations, commitment offense
 
status, changes in seyerity estimations during incarceration
 
and amenability to rehabilitation.
 
The literature review portion of this study emphasized
 
the distinctions between male and female inmates in terms of
 
prisonization. The information that was available in this
 
area was predominately male prisoner-oriented research. The
 
literature review chapter was divided into two general
 
areas: prison impaOt studies and offense severity studies.
 
Studies have theorized that prisonization adversely
 
effects an inmates' ability to successfully reintegrate
 
into the community. Some studies have suggested that
 
specific periods of an inmate's term of incarceration are
 
more favorable to rehabilitation because of the recency or
 
anticipation of contact with society. There are, however,
 
studies that do not support this theory and argue that the
 
female offender merely creates a parallel social structure
 
to life outside the institution.
 
Most literature suggests emphasis of treatment-

orientation versus custody-orientation as a major component
 
of rehabilitation which may be especially critical during
 
specific periods of the inmate's term of incarceration.
 
Through the examination of the offender, past studies have
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identified characteristics that impact rehabilitation and
 
create challenges for correctional officials to overcome.
 
These obstacles include the institution's ability to
 
identify the attitude of the offender and the subsequent
 
application of appropriate treatment modalities.
 
The methodology used in this study attempted in part to
 
replicate Wheeler's theory of prisonization and Sechrest's
 
subsequent study at a male institution. The variables in
 
this study paralleled prior studies in regard to phase
 
analysis, severity scale use, and respondent perspective.
 
The scale for determining attitude toward rehabilitation was
 
modified for consistency and in data analysis to reflect a
 
more direct measurement of these attitudes in the
 
correctional environment. Once California's only state
 
prison for women, the California Institution for Women would
 
appear to offer a treatment-orientation as evidenced by its
 
"campus" style design, which is unlike the more modern
 
custody-oriented designs of other California women's
 
prisons. This study utilized a purposive sampling method to
 
eliminate bias yet encompass the multitude of variables
 
available in the correctional institution to gain a true
 
representation of the attitudes of female offenders in the
 
inmate population.
 
The study resulted in an overall fifty-four percent
 
response rate that includes higher rates of response from
 
violent and white collar offenders and lower responses from
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narcotic and property offenders. Older initiates responded to
 
the survey in greater numbers and most inmates were in
 
shorter and longer term categories. Analysis of data in
 
general does not substantiate Clemmer's (1940) theory of
 
prisonization nor Wheeler's (1962) phase analysis of
 
incarceration. However, there are tendencies which may
 
reflect these concepts.
 
The first hypothesis sought to examine whether inmates
 
will judge seriousness of crime differently during different
 
phases of incarceration. Bivariate analysis established
 
that violent, narcotic, and miscellaneous offenses were
 
rated as more severe crimes in the middle and late phases.
 
Property and white collar offense severity ratings indicated
 
an increase in severity perception during the middle phase
 
of incarceration. Sex offense ratings, however, suggested
 
less perception of severity during the middle phase of
 
incarceration. Overall, mean rank analysis suggested some
 
tendencies; however, none were significant. Those
 
tendencies that were identified include the following;
 
1. 	Violent offenses tended to have more severe ratings
 
during the 6-9.99 yr. term length than those in the
 
1.99 yr. and below period. A tapering off effect
 
seems to develop as the term length increases.
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2. Narcotic offenses are rated as less severe
 
during the 1.99 and belgy? term length period
 
and more severe for inmates with greater term
 
3. 	Property offenses were rated as most severe during
 
the 6-9.99 yr. term length period as compared to
 
term length of 1.99 yr. and below. However, there
 
was a general increase in severity ratings as term
 
length increased.
 
4. 	White collar offenses seemed to have a general
 
increase in offense severity ratings as term length
 
increased with the most severe ratings occurring
 
during the 6-9.99 yr. period and the least severe
 
ratings during the 1.99 yr. and below period.
 
5. 	Miscellaneous offenses tended to increase in
 
severity ratings as term length increased.
 
The second hypothesis attempted to determine if the
 
inmates will judge rehabilitation differently during the
 
different phases of incarceration. In this case, there were
 
no significant differences in variance nor were there any
 
clear tendencies identified through mean rank analysis. The
 
third hypothesis was stated to determine whether the
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inmates' type of commitment had an impact upon their offense
 
severity ratings. Bivariate analysis established that
 
parole violators rated narcotic, white collar and
 
miscellaneous offenses as less severe and new commitments
 
rated property offenses higher in offense severity.
 
Additionally, life without parole inmates rated white collar
 
offenses lower in offense severity.
 
The inmates' own commitment offense revealed tendencies
 
in rating offense severity, as proposed in the fourth
 
hypothesis. Property and narcotic offenders tended to rate
 
narcotic offenses less in severity, whereas violent and
 
white collar offenders tended to rate narcotic offenses
 
higher in severity. Also, white collar offenders rated
 
their own offenses lower in severity and narcotic offenders
 
tended to rate miscellaneous offenses as less severe crimes.
 
Hypotheses five through eight attempted to establish if
 
inmates will view staff, system, themselves, and society
 
differently during different phases Of incarceration.
 
Although there were no significance in variance in bivariate
 
analysis, there was a slight tendency to view staff and
 
society more negatively in the late phases of incarceration
 
and to view themselves more negatively in the early phase of
 
incarceration.
 
Female inmate rankings of offense severity indicated
 
sex offenses dominate the upper plateau of seriousness,
 
although no sex offenders responded to the survey. This
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finding would give understanding to the impact of
 
victimization women traditionally receive in this area in
 
"free" society. Sechrest's (1969) study found narcotic and
 
property offenders to be poor candidates for rehabilitation,
 
which was found in this study and may also be supported by
 
their poor participation in this survey. Findings suggested
 
motivational problems with narcotic and property offenders
 
who compose nearly fifty-nine percent of the institutional
 
population and who rated their own offenses of less
 
severity. Research has also shown that this group of
 
inmates are likely recidivists and would suggest a linkage
 
to poor rehabilitative potential.
 
According to this study's findings, the total inmate
 
population would like to see expansion of programs to assist
 
them with their rehabilitative needs. The perception of
 
inmates toward staff and society is negative in terms of
 
facilitating rehabilitation. An observation made in this
 
area, judging by respondent characteristics, indicates that
 
the individuals who most need rehabilitative influence do
 
not participate, which lessens the potential for
 
rehabilitation in general.
 
Previous studies have identified staff as a key element
 
in promoting more positive attitudes among inmates, which
 
would theoretically assist in counteracting the forces of
 
prisonization. Further examination of staff who work in
 
female correctional institutions could prove valuable in
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developing rehabilitative ideas, including staff selection,
 
development and training, as suggested by Sechrest.
 
It becomes apparent from analyzing this data that
 
alternative survey methodology may be appropriate for data
 
collection, given the characteristics of the inmates and
 
response rates. Quota sampling may be justified to obtain
 
equal representation of respondent variables. A one*-on-one
 
interview technique may be necessary to overcome identified
 
motivational problems with the specific sampling elements.
 
It also becomes obvious that there are inmate attitudes that
 
could be alleviated through increased emphasis of treatment-

orientation by Staff who have been determined to be a
 
motivating force in rehabilitation; in prior studies.
 
Absence of staff input would be only speculative without
 
data with which to analyze. It is felt that this study has
 
the potential for making valuable contributions to
 
corrections with the female offender and for providing a
 
foundation for future research. These contributions will
 
hopefully be consistent with goals of rehabilitation and
 
expectations of society.
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Appendix A
 
Prisoner Rights As Research Subjects
 
Penal Code Section 3521 - Informed Consent Conditions
 
states the following;
 
For the purposes of this title, a prisoner shall be
 
deemed to have given his informed consent only if each of the
 
following conditions are satisfied:
 
(a) Cohsent is given without duress, coercion, fraud, or
 
undo influence.
 
(b) The prisoner is informed in writing of the potential
 
risJcs or benefits, or both, of the proposed research.
 
(c) The prisoner is informed orally and in writing in the
 
language in which the subject is fluent of each of the
 
following:
 
(1) An explanation of the biomedical research
 
procedures to be followed and their purpose, including
 
identification of any procedures which are
 
experimental.
 
(2) A description of all known attendant discomfort
 
and risks reasonably to be expected.
 
(3) A disclosure of any appropriate alternative
 
biomedical or behavioral research procedures that
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might be advantageous to the subject.
 
(4) The nature of the information sought to be gained
 
from the experiment.
 
(5) The expected recovery time of the subject after
 
completion of the experiment.
 
(6) An offer to answer any inquiries concerning the
 
applicable biomedical or behavioral research
 
procedures.
 
(7) An instruction that the person is free to withdraw
 
his consent and to discontinue participation in the
 
research at any time without prejudice to the subject.
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Appendix B
 
Offense Severity Questionnaire
 
Attached is a survey that is being asked of designated
 
inmates to complete anonymously. Information generated from
 
this study is intended to be used in graduate school at a
 
California State University. In Appendix I, the reader is
 
asked to circle the severity level of thirty-eight different
 
offenses on a 0-10 scale with 10 being greatest. In
 
determining the level of severity, the reader should ignore
 
legal interpretation and consider (1) the degree of harm to
 
society, (2) the degree of harm to the victim and (3) the
 
degree of harm to the Offender.
 
In Appendix II, the reader is asked to circle responses
 
to sentences in which they may agree or disagree and to what
 
extent by also using a 0-10 scale. There are no right or
 
wrong answers, so do your best to answer each sentence the way
 
you feel.
 
Upon completion of the survey, please return the form to
 
Henry W. Provencher, Correctional Counselor Il/Unit I, ext.
 
6368.
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Offense Rating (circle)
 
Least Most 
Serious Serious 
1. Petty Theft 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
2. Fictious or 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
NSF Checks 
3. Burglary 2nd 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
4. Parole Viol. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
At Large, 
Known Crime 
5. Vagrancy, 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Lewd 
6. Narcotic Sale 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
7. Arson 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
8. Habitual 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Criminal 
9. Auto Theft 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
10. Attempted 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Robbery 
11. Burglary 1st 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
12. Forcible Rape 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
13. Escape With 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Force 
14. Murder 1st 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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15. Narcotic 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Possession 
16. Kidnapping 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Forgery Under 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
$100. 
18. Assault With 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
A Deadly 
Weapon 
19. Rape, 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Statutory 
20. Rape By Trick, 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
etc. 
21. Possession of 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Gun by Ex-Con 
22. Attempted 0 1 2 3 '4/ 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Murder 
23. Grand Theft 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
24. Incest 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
25. Robbery 1st 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
26. Manslaughter 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
27. Forgery, $300. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Plus 
28. Lewd and 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Lascivious 
29. Escape Without 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Force 
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30. Murder 2nd 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
31. 	TFT, Potential 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
Menace *
 
32. 	Kidnap, Robbery 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
or Ransom
 
33. 	Sex Perversion 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
34. 	Robbery 1st - 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
Toy Gun
 
35. 	TFT, Crime not 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
Specified *
 
36. 	TFT, Behavior 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
Problem *
 
37. 	Parole Viol. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
At Large, No
 
Crime
 
38. 	Robbery 2nd 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
* TFT = •To Finish Term' or Technical Parole Violation
 
Unless Indicated Otherwise
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Appendix C
 
Rehabilitation Ouestionaire
 
Circle Responses: 0 = Strongly Agree
 
10 = Strongly Disagree
 
1. Inmates should be worked hard so they can learn to like
 
honest work.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
2. Prison workers are only in it for the money.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
3. 	 Prison workers want to help the inmate.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
4. 	 Inmates work hard to become rehabilitated.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
5. 	 New programs are needed to rehabilitate inmates.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
6. 	 Society wants to help inmates be rehabilitated.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
7. 	 Being mean is the only way to rehabilitate inmates.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
8. Inmates can become skilled in almost any job they are
 
placed on.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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9. Inmates do not cooperate in plans for rehabilitating
 
them.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
10. Locking up an inmate alone is a poor penal method.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
11. 	Society is to blame for inmates' problems.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
12. 	Education classes can help rehabilitate inmates.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
13. 	Work release lets inmates off too easy.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
14. 	Society owes an inmate another job when they get out.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
 
15. 	Hard work is the answer to rehabilitating inmates.
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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inmate Data
 
Age:
 
Commitment Offense: (controlling)
 
Commitment Date:
 
Release Date:
 
Term Length:
 
Type of Commitment:
 
(circle) A. New Commitment
 
B. Parole Violator With New Term
 
C. Parole Violator
 
D. Lifer With Possibility of Parole
 
E. Lifer Without Possibility of Parole
 
F. Other
 
Are you within six months of reception with CDC ? Yes No 
Are you within six months of release from CDC ? Yes No 
Unit:' , ■ 
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